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IV  PREFACE. 

duced  the  Editor  of  this  publication  to  annex 
in  an  Appendix  to  the  first  part  of  his  Calm 
Inquiry  into  the  Scripture  Doctrine  concern- 
ing the  Person  of  Christ,  a  brief  review  of 
the -controversy  between  Dr.  Priestky  andJDr.' 
Horsley,  in  order*  to  show  how  little  founda- 
tion there  was  for  the  bishop's   partisans  to 
boast  of  their  chieftain's  triumph,  and  how 
manifestly  and  decidedly  in  all  material  points* 
victory  had  declared  herself  on  the  side   of 
Dr.  Priestley.  * 

»  *  * 

The  reverend  Heneage  Horsley,  Prebendary 
of  St.  Asaph,  and  son  6f  the  late  bishop, 
piously  solicitous  for  his  father's  reputation, 
with  more  zeal  than  discretion  stepped  for- 
ward to  resist  the  attempt  of  the  Calm  In- 
quirer to  rectify  the  judgement  of  the  public, 
and  republished  his  Father's  Tracts,  with  an 
adulatory  Dedication  to  the  Prince  Regent,  an 
acrimonious  Introduction  bitterly  inveighing 
against  the  Unitarians,  and  a  laboured  Ap-  • 
pendix,  in  which,  to  the  best  of  his  ability,  , 
he  endeavours  to  falsify  the  represjentation  . 


•  •  • 

•  Und  to  invalidate  the  arguments  of  the  Calm 

Inquirer.     The  reverend  Prebendary,  though 

•*not  4pfieient  in  parts  and  learning,  was  totally 

unacquainted  v^ith  the  subject  upon  v^hich  he 

professed  to  write :  and  the  principal  adyan- 

*  tage  resulting  from  this  publication  was,  that 
it  gave  occasion  to  the  Calm  Inquirer  to  re- 
lstate\the  claims  of  Dr.  Priestley  to  victory  in 
his  controversy  with  Bishop  Horsley,  and  to 

^  place  them  in  a  light  which  it  is  presumed 
cannot  fail  to  satisfy  every  impartial  judge.  ' 

As  this  defence  of  Dr.  Priestley  in  some  de- 
gree revived  the  attention  of  the  public  to  the 
subject,  it  was  thought  desirable  by  many  of 
the  friends  of  freedom  of  inquiry,  and  parti- 
cularly  by  the  admirers  of  Dr.  Priestley,  that 
'  this  learned  and  able  -champion  of  the  primi- 
tive faith  should  be  allowed  an  opportunity  of 
pleading  his  own  cause  by  the  republication 
tof  his  Tracts  in  controversy  with  Dr.  Horsley, 
that  so,  those  readers  who  interested  themselves 
in  the  question,  might  be  supplied  with  the 
means  of  judging  for  themselves,  to  which  of 
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» 

the  learned  champions  the  palin  of  victory^  be- 
longs.  And  as  it  was  not  to  be  expected  that 
a  work  of  this  nature  should  command  a  very 
extensive  sale,  it  was  thought  advisable  that  it 
should  be  taken  upon  the  Catalogue  of  the 
London  Unitarian  Society. 

To  this  publication  are  annexed  four  out 
of  six  of  the  Letters  addressed  to  the  Bishops 
by  Dr.  Priestley,  and  which  were  left  by  the 
learned  author  with  the  present  editor,  to  be  pub- 
lished or  suppressed  at  his  discretion.  And  had 
it  not  been  for  this  revival  of  the  controversy 
they  would  probably  never  have  seen  the  light. 
All  thd  letters  which  have  any  bearing  upon  the 
present  controversy  are  published  in  this  vo- 
Jume.  The  second  Letter  contains  Dr.  Priestley's 
own  abstract  of  the  state  in  which  the  contro- 
versy  was  left  when  Bishop  Horsley  ceased  to 
write ;  and  supersedes  the  abstract  which  tjie 
editor  had  proposed  to  prefix  to  Dr.  Priestley's 
Tracts.  The  third  letter  has  no  immediate  re- 
lation  to  the  controversy  with  Dr.  Horsley,  but 
contains  Dr.  Priestley's  last  thoughts  upon  his 
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controversies  with  Mr.  Howes,  Dr.  Hornet  Dr. 
Barnard,  Dr.  Geddes,  Mr.  Hawkins,  and  Dr. 
Davies,  which  cannot 'fail  to  be  acceptable  to 
tnany  readers.  The  two  unpublished  letters 
were  written  at  an  early  period  of  the  French 
revolution,  and  refer  to  a  state  of  things  which 
is  long  since  past,  and  the  revival  of  which 
would  by  no  means  tend  to  promote  that  spirit 

■ 

of  conciliation  which  it  is  now  the  wish  of 
every  good  man  to  cherish  and  encourage.  Dr. 
Priestley  particularly  expostulates  with  the  bi- 
shops of  that  day  upon  the  subject  of  a  clause 
which  was  understood  to  be  proposed  by  them 
to  be  introduced  into  the  Catholic  bill,  to  ex- 
clude the  impugners  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Ti4nity  from  the  benefit  of  the  Toleration. 
Happily,  we  live  in  better  times ;  and  have 
been  witnesses  to  the  repeal  of  those  barba- 
rous laws  which  were  a  disgrace  to  the  statute 
book ;  which  inflicted  pains  and  penalties  hor- 
rible to  think  of  up6n  the  conscientious  wor- 
shipers of  the  one  God,  the  Father  only ;  which 
repeal  was  sanctioned  by  the  unanimous  deci- 
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sion  of  the  legislature,  with  the  approbation  of 
all  good  men,  and  without  a  single  dissentient 
voice  from  the  right  reverend  Bench.  Though 
it  is  equally  wonderful  and  lamentable  to  think 
that  one  of  the  learned  prelates  has  since  dis- 
graced himself  and  his  order,  by  calling  upon 
the  legislature  to  re-enact  these  inhuman  sta- 
tutes. But,  fortunately,  though  in  this  en- 
lightened age  the  bench  of  bishops  exhibits 
the  singular  phaenomenon  of  a  Bonner^  the 
throne  of  Britain  is  no  longer  occupied  by  a 
Tudor  or  a  Stuart.  We  cjan  now  smile  at  the 
busy  impotence  of  a  bigotry  which,  in  a  for- 
mer  age,  would  have  caused  our  pious  an- 
cestors  to  tremble.  - 

4 

T.  BELSHAM 

EssBx  House, 
December  4,  1814. 
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PREFACE. 


NLy  de^gn  in  writing  the  History  of  the  Corruptions 
of  Christianityy  it  will  easily  be  perceived^  was  to  com- 
pose a  work  proper  for  the  use  or  all  christians,  learn- 
ed and  unlearned,  and  indeed  chiefly  the  latter.  Also, 
having  an  extensive  object  before  me,  I  did  not  give 
much  more  attention  to  one  part  of  the  scheme  than 
to  another.  On  these  accounts  I  avoided  all  unneces- 
sary quotations  from  original  writers  in  the  languages 
in  which  they  wrote,  especially  in  Greeks  which  I  had 
great  difficulty  in  getting  printed ;  but  I  gave  some 
passages  that  were  of  particular  value,  and  in  Latin, 
and  distinctly  referred  to  as  many  others  as  I  had  ac- 
tually made  use  of  myself;  making  a  point  of  referring 
to  none,  at  first  %r  second  hand,  of  which  I  saw  any 
reason  to  doubt* 

.It  has  happened  that  hitherto  the  first  article  in  my 
work,  viz.  The  History  of  Opinions  concerning  Christ, 
has  attracted  the  more  particular  notice  of  critics,  which 
has  led  me  to  study  this  subject  more  than  I  should 
otherwise  have  done ;  and  I  think  it  will  probably  en- 
gage my  attention  some  time  longer.  Indeed,  as  the 
question  is  of  particular  importance,  I  think  it  right  to 
take  every  method  in  my  power  to  invite  and  promote 
the  fullest  discussion  of  it.  Withrthis  view,  I  replied 
to  some  remarks  of  a  writer  in  The  Monthly  Review, 
which,  though  not  in  the  least  affecting  my  principal 
argument,  gave  me  an  opportunity  to  add  some  new 
illustrations. 
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Dr.  Horsley's  Charge  to  his  Clergy  has  afforded  me 
another  opportunity  of  re-examining  the  subject ;  and 
the  result,  >vhich  is  now  before  the  reader,  has  been^ 
as  I  think,  a  further  illustration  and  a  stronger  confir- 
mation of  my  original  position,  viz,  that  the  belief  that 
Christ  was  a  mere  man,  naturally  possessed  6f  no  other 
powers  than  other  men  have,  but  a  distinguished  mes- 
senger of  God,  and  the  chief  instrument  in  his  hands 
for  the  good  of  men,  was  the  original  faith  of  the 
christian  church,  consisting  both  of  Jews  and  Gentiles. 

This  controversy,  I  hope,  will  continue,  either  with 
Dr.  Horsley  or  some  other  person.  Nothing,  however, 
shall  be  wanting  on  my  part  to  keep  it  up,  so  long  as 
any  new  light  shall  appear  to  be  thrown  upon  the 
question  in  debate  ;  and  after  this  I  intend  to  compose 
an  entire  work  on  this  subject  only;  stating,  in  as 
clear  a  light  as  I  shall  be  able,  the  evidence  of  .the 
above  important  truth  (for  such  I  cannot  help  consider* 
ing  it)  as  it  shall  then  appear  to  me,  w«th  all  the  proper 
authorities  in  the  original  languages,  and  leave  it  to 
make  whatever  impression  it  may  on  the  minds  of  others, 
having  then  done  my  duty  with  respect  to  it. 

In  the  mean  time,  I  am  by  no  means  sanguine  in 
my  expectations  from  the  effect  of  the  most  forcible 
arguments,'  on  the  minds  of  those  who  are  at  present 
indisposed  to  receive  the  opinion  that  I  contend  for,  in 
consequence  of  strong  early  prejudices  in  favour  of  a 
different  one ;  prejudices  which  have  been  confirmed 
by  much  rieading,  linking,  and  conversation,  espe- 
cially if  those  who  are  influenced  by  them  be  advanced 
in  life.  It  is  happy  for  the  cause  of  truth,  as  well  as 
other  valuable  purposes,  that  man  is  mortal ;  and  that 
while  the  species  continues,  the  individuals  go  off  the 
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Stage.     For  otherwise  the  whole  species .  would  soon 
arrive  at  its  maximum  in  all  improvements,  as  indivi*  ^ 
duals  now  do. 

Jf  any  person  ought  to  have  candour  for  others  in 
this  respect,  I  ought;  having  had  abundant  experi- 
ence of  the  difficulty  with  which  deep-rooted  prejudices 
give  way  to  the  strongest  evidence,  even  when  the  mind 
is  naturally  active,  and  the  attention  is  constantly  kept 
in  a  state  of  inquiry.  On  this  account,  a  short  histo* 
ry.of  -the  progress  of  my  own  thoughts  with  respect  to 
this  subject  may  be  useful.  T9  myself  the  reflection 
upon  it  is  highly  so,  at  the  same  time  that  it  is  not  a 
little  humbling. 

Having  been  educated  in  the  strictest  principles  of 
Calvinism,  and  having  from  my  early  years  had  a  se- 
rious turn  of  mind,  promoted  no  doubt  by  a  weak  and 
^ckly  constitution,  I  was  very  sincere  and  zealous  In 
n)y  belief  of  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  ;  and  this  cqn- 
tinued  till  I  was  about  nineteen ;  and  then  I  was  as 
much  shocked  on  hearing  of  any  who  denied  the  divi- 
nity of  Christ  (thinking  it  to  be  nothing  less  than  im-  . 
piety  and  blasphemy)  as  any  of  my  opponents  can  be 
now.  I  therefore  truly  feel  for  them,  and  most  ^n- 
cerely  excuse  them. 

About  the  age  of  twenty,  being  then  in  a  regular 
course  of  theological  studies,  I  saw  reason  to  change 
my  opinion,  and  became  an  Arian ;  and  notwithstand- 
ing what  appeared  to  me  a  fair  and  impartial  study  of 
the  scriptures,  and  thougl)  I  had  no  bias  on  my  mind 
arising  from  subscribed  creeds,  and  confessions  of  faith, 
&c.  I  continued  in  that  persuasion  fifteen  or  sixteen 
ye^Ts ;  and  yet  in  that  time  I  was  well  acquainted  with 
Dr<.  Lardner^  Dr.  Fleming,  and  several  other  zealous 
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Socinians,  especially  my  friend  Mr.  Graham.  The  first 
theological  tract  of  mine  (which  was  on  the  doctrine 
of  atonement)  was  published  at  the  particular  requesC 
and  under  the  direction  of  Dr.  Lardner ;  and  he  ap- 
proving of  the  scheme  which  I  had  then  formed,  of  giv- 
ing a  shon  view  (which  was  all  that  I  had  then  thought 
of)  of  the  progress  of  the  corruptions  of  Christianity, 
gave  me  a  few  hints  with  respect  to  it.  But  still  I 
continued  till  after  his  death  indisposed  to  the  Socinian 
hypothesis.  After  this,  continuing  my  study  \)f  the 
scripturea,  with  the  heip  of  his  Letters  on  the  Logos, 
I  at  length  changed  my  opinion,  and  became  what  is 
called  a  Socinian ;  and  in  this  I  see  continually  more 
reason  to  acquiesce,  though  It  was  a  long  time  before 
the  arguments  in  favour  of  it  did  more  than  barely  pre-  - 
ponderate  in  my  mind.  For  the  arguments  which  had 
the  principal  weight  with  me  at  that  time,  and  particu- 
larly those  texts  of  scripture  which  so  4ong  retarded  my 
change  of  opinion,  I  refer  my  readers'tb  The  Theologi- 
cal Repository,  vol.  iii.  p.  345. 

I  was  greatly  confirmed  in  tl^is  doctrine  after  I  was. 
fully  satisfied  that  man  is  of  an  uniform  composition, 
and  wholly  mortal ;  and  that  the  doctrine  of  a  sepa- 
rate immaterial  soul,  capable  of  sensation  and  action 
-when  the  body  is  in  the  grave,  is  a  notion  borrowed 
from  heathen  philosophy,  and  unknown  to  the  scrip- 
tures. Of  this  I  had  for  a  long  time  a  mere  suspicion  ; 
but  having  casi^Uy  mentioned  it  as  such,  and  a  violent 
outcry  being  raised  against  me  on  that  account,  I  was 
induced  to  give  the  greatest  attention  to  the  question, 
to  examine  it  in  every  tight,  and  to  invite  the  fuUesl. 
discussion  of  it.  This  terminated  in  as  full  a^onvic* 
lion  with  respect  to  this  subject  as  I  have  with  respeqc 


td  any  <ither  whatever.  The  reasons  aa  which  that 
<:onviction  is  founded  naay  be  seen  in  my  Disquisitions 
on  Matter  and  Spirit,  of  which  I  have  lately  published 
a  new  and  improved  edition* 

Being  now  fully  persuaded  that  Christ  was  a  man  like 
ourselves,  and  consequently  that  his  pre- existence,  as 
^ell  as  that  of  other  men,  was  a  notion  that  had  no 
foundation  in  reason  or  in  the  scriptures ;  and  having 
been  gradually  led  (in  consequence  of  wishing  to  trace  *  ^ 
the  principal  corruptions  of  Christianity)  to  give  parti- 
trular  attention  to  ecclesiastical  history,  I  could  not  help 
thinking  but  that  {since  the  doctrine  of  the  pre-extst- 
ence  of  Christ  was  not  the  doctrine  of  the  scriptures^ 
and  therefore  could  not  have  been  taught  by  the  apo- 
'Sties,)  there  must  be  some  traces  of  the  rise  and  progress 
of  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  and  some  historical  evi- 
dence that  unUarianism  was  the  general  faith  of  chris- 
tians in  the  apostolical  age>  independent  of  the  evidence 
which  arose  from  its  being  the  doctrine  of  the  scriptures. 

In  this  state  of  piynd,  the  reader  will  easily  perceive 
that  I  naturally  expected  to  find,  what  I  was  previously 
well  persuaded  rvas  to  be  found ''y  and  in  time  I  collected 
much  more  evidence  than  I  at  first  expected,  con- 
sidering the  early  rise,  and  the  long  and  universal 
spread,  of  what  I  deem  to  be  a  radical  corruption  of 
the  genuine  christian  doctrine^  This  evidence  I  have 
fairly  laid  before  the  reader.  He  must  judge  of  the 
weight  of  it,  and  also  make  whatever  allowance  he 
may  think  necessary  for  my  particular  situation  and 
prejudices. 

I  am  well  aware  that  it  is  naturally  impossible  that 
the  evidence  I  have  produced  should  impress  the  minds 
of  those  who  are  Arians  or  Athanasians,as  it  will  those 
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of  Socinians ;  nor  are  men  to  be  convinced  of  the  pr<>- 
per  humanity  of  Christ,  by  arguments  of  this  kind. 
They  must  begin,  as  I  did,  with  the  study  of  the 
scriptures ;  and  whatever  be  the  result  of  that  study,  it 
will  be  impossible  for  them,  let  them  discipline  their 
minds  as  they  %ill,  not  to  be  influenced  in  the  histori- 
cal inquiry,  as  I  was,  by  their  previous  persuasion  con- 
cerning the  subject  of  it.  If,  however,  they  should  be 
so  far  impressed  with  the  historical  arguments,  as  to 
think  it  probable  that  the  christian  church  was,  In  a 
very  early  period,  unitarian;  it  will,  no  doubt,  lead 
them  to  expect  that  they  shall  find  the  doctrine  of  the 
scriptures,  truly  interpreted,  to  be  so  too. 

With  respect  to  myself,  I  do  not  know  that  I  can 
do  any  thing  more.  Being  persuaded,  as  I  am,  from 
the  study  of  the  scriptures,  that  Christ  is  properly  a 
man,  I  cannot  cease  to  think  so  ;  nor  can  I  possibly 
help  the  influence  of  that  persuasipn  in  my  historical 
researches.  Let  other  persons  write  as  freely  on  their 
respective  hypotheses  as  I  have  done  on  mine ;  and 
then  indifferent  persons,  and  especially  younger  persons^ 
whose  minds  have  not  acquired  the  $tiflFness  of  ours, 
who  are  turned  fifty,  m^y  derive  benefit  from  it. 

Firm  as  my  persuasion  now  is  concerning  the  proper 
humanity  of  Christ,  (a  persuasion  that  has  been  the 
slow  growth  of  years,  and  the  result  of  much  anxious 
and  patient  thinking,)  I  do  not  know  that,  in  the  course 
^of  my  inquiry,  I  have  been  under  the  influeiice  of.pre- 
judicie  more  than  all  other  men  naturally  are.  As  to 
reputatioHj  a  man  may  distinguish  himself  just  as  mucli 
by  the  defence  of  old  systems^  as  by  the  erection  of 
new  ones;  but  I  have  neither  formed  any  new  systems, 
Aor  have  I  particularly  distinguished  myself  in  the  de» 
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fence  of  old  ones.  When  I  first  became  an  Arian,  and 
afterwards  a  Socinian,  I  was  only  a  convert,  in  con^ 
pany  with  many  others ;  and  was  far  from  having  any 
thoughts  of  troubling  the  world  with  pablicatiotis  oa 
the  subject*  This  I  have  been  led  to  do  by  a  series  of 
events,  df  which  I  had  no  foresight,  and  of  which  I 
do  not  see  the  issue. 

The  conclusion  that  I  have  formed,  with  respect  to 
the  subject  of  this  work^  and  my  exertions  in  support 
of  it,  are,  however,  constantly  ascribed  by  my  oppo- 
nents to  a  force  of  prejudice  and  prepossession,  so 
strong  as  to  pervert  my  judgment  in  the  plainest*of  all 
cases.  Of  this^  I  may  not  be  a  proper  judge ;  but 
analogy  may  be  some  guide  to  myself  as  well  as  to 
others  in  this  case. 

Now,  what  appears  to  have  been  my  disposition  in 
other  similar  cases  ?  Have  I  been  particularly  attached 
to  hypotheses  in  philosophy,  even  to  my  own,  which 
always  create  a  stronger  attachment  than  those  of  other 
persons  ?  On  the  contrary,  I  will  venture  to  say  that 
no  person  is  generally  thought  to  be  less  so ;  nor  has  it 
been  imagined  that  my  pursuits  have  been  at  all  defeat- 
ed, or  injured,  by  any  prepossession  in  favour  of  parti- 
cular theories ;  and.  yet  theories  are  as  apt  to  mislead  in 
philosophical  as  in  any  other  subjects,.  I  have  always 
shown  the  greatest ,  readiness  to  abandon  any  hypothe- 
sis that  I  have  advanced,  and  even  Sefended  while  i 
thought  it  defensible,  the  moment  I  have  suspected  it 
to  be  ill  founded,  whether  the  new  facts  that  have  re- 
futed it  were  discovered .  by  myself  or  others.  My 
friends  in  general  have  blamed  me  for  my  extreme  fa- 
cility in  this  respect.  And  if  I  may  judge  of  n\yself 
by  my  own  feeUngs,  after  the  closest  examination  that 


I  can  give  myself,  I  am  just  the  same  with  respect  to 
theology. 

In  the  course  of  my  life  I  have  held  and  defended 
opinions  very  diflferent  from  those  which  I  hold  at  pre* 
sent.  Now,  if  my  obstinacy  in  retaining  and  defend* 
|ng  opinbns  bad  been  so  great  as  my  opponents  repre* 
sent  it,  why  did  it  not  long  ago  put  a  stop  to  all  jpy 
changes,  and  fix  me  a  Trinitarian,  or  an  Arian  ?  Let 
those  who  have  given  stronger  proofs  of  their  minds 
being  open  to  conviction  than  mine  has  been,  throw  the 
first  stone  at  me. 

I  am  well  aware  of  the  nature  and  force  of  that  op» 
position  and  obloquy  to  which  t  am  exposing  myself 
in  consequence  of  writing  my  History  of  the  Corrup- 
tions of  Christianity,  the  most  valuable,  I  trust,  of  all 
my  publicadons  ;  and  especially  in  consequence  of  the 
pains  that  have  been  taken  to  magnify  and  expose  a  few 
inaccuracies,  to  which  all  works  of  a  similar  nature  have 
been  and  ever  mast  be  subject.  But;  I  have  the  full* 
est  persuasion  that  the  real  oversights  in  it  are  of  the 
smallest  magnitude,  and  do  not  at  all  affect  any  one 
position  or  argument  in  my  work,  as  I  hope  to  satisfy 
all  candid  judges ;  and  as  to  mere  cavil  and  reproach, 
I  thank  God,  I  am  well  able  to  bear  it. 

The  odium  I  brought  upon  myself  by  maintaining 
the  doctrines  of  materialism  and  necessity^  without 
attempting  to  cover  or  soften  terms  of  so  fiightful  a 
•sound,  and  without  palliating  any  of  their  Conse- 
quences, was  unspeakably  greater  xhan  what  this  busi*- 
ness  can  bring  upon  me.  At  the  beginning  of  that 
controversy  I  had  few,  very  few  indeed,  of  my  near- 
est friends,  who  were  with  me  in  the  argument.  They 
however  who  knew  me^  knew  my  modves,  and  es- 
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ctised  me ;  bat  the  christian  world  m  general  regarded 
me  with  the  greatest  abhorrence,  I  was  considered  as 
an  unprincipled  infidel,  either  an^  atheist  or  in  league 
with  atheists.  In  this  light  I  was  repeatedly  exhibited 
in  atl  the  public  papers ;  and  The  Monthly  Review,  and 
-other  Reviews^  with  all  the  similar  publications  of  the 
^ay,  joined  in  the  popular  cry.  But  a  few  yeats  havt 
seen  the  end  of  it.  At  least  all  that  is  left  would  not 
disturb  the  merest  novice  in  these  things.  The  conse- 
'4}uence  (which  I  now  enjoy )  is  a  great  increase  of  ma- 
terialists i  not  of  atheistical  ones,  as  some  will  still  re« 
present  it,  but  of  the  >most  serious,  the  most  rational, 
'  and  consistent  christians. 

A  similar  issue  I  firmly  expect  from  (he  preset  con^ 
troversy,  unpromising  as  it  may  appear  in  the  eyes  of 
€ome,  who  are  struck  with  what  is  speciously  and  con« 
fidently  urged.  For  my  own  part,  I  truly  rejoice  in 
the  present  appearance  of  things;  as  I  foresee  that  much 
good  will  arise  from  the  attention  that  will  by  this 
means  be  drawn  upon  the  subject  j  and  as  I  hope  I  re- 
spect the  hand  of  God  in  every  thing,  I  thank  him  for 
leading  me  into  this  business ;  as  I  hope  to  have  occa- 
sion to  thank  him,  some  years  hence,  for  leading  me 
through  it,  and  with  as  much  advantage  as  I  have  been 
led  through  the  other. 

It  is,  indeed,  my  firm,  and  it  is  my  joyful  persuasion^ 
that  there  is  a  wise  Providence  overruling  all  inquiries, 
as  well  as  other  events.  The  wisdom  of  jGod  has  ap- 
peared, as  I  have  endeavoured  to  point  out,  even  in 
the  corruptions  of  Christianity,  and  the  spread  of  er- 
ror ;  and  it  is  equally  conspicuous  in  the  discovery  and 
propagation  of  truth,. 

I  am  far  from  thinking  that  that  great  Being  who 
superintends  all  things,  guides  my  pen  any  more  than 
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he  does  that  of  my  fiercest  opponent ;  but  I  believe 
that  by  means  of  our  joint  labours,  and  those  of  all 
who  engage  in  theological  controversy  (which  is  emi- 
nently useful  in  rousing  men  to  the  utmost  exertion  of 
their  faculties),  he  is  promoting  his  own  .excellent 
purposes,  and  providing  for  the  prevalence  of  truth, 
in  his  own  due  time ;  and  in  this  general  prospect  we 
ought  all  equally  to  rejoice. 

It  becomes  us,  however,  to  consider,  that  they  only 
will  be  entitled  tp  praise,  who  joiii.  in  carrying  on  the 
designs  of  providence  with  right  views  of  their,  own ; 
who  are  actuated  by  a  real  love  of  truth,  and  also  by 
that  candour  and  benevolence,  which  a  sense  of  our 
common  difGculties  in  the  investigation  of  truth  most 
effectually  inspires.  A  man  who  has  never  changed 
an  opinion  cannot  have  much  feeling  of  thii^  difficulty, 
and  therefore  cannot  be  expected  to  have  much  can* 
dour,  unless  his  disposition  be  uncommonly  excellent. 
I  ought  to  have  more  candour  than  many  others,  be. 
cause  I  have  felt  more  than  many  can  pretend  to  have 
done,  the  force  of  thbse  obstacles  which  retard  our 
progress  in  the  search  of  truth. 

With  much  tranquillity,  a  tranquillity  acquired  by 
habit,  but  more  approaching  to  a  pleasing  alacrity, 
than  to  any  uneasy  apprehension,  I  shall  wait  the  issue 
of  the  present  controversy  ;  freely  retracting  whatever 
I  shall  be  found  to  have  advanced  with  too  little  consi- 
deration ;  moderating  any  thing  on  which  I  shall  ap- 
pear to  have  laid  too  much  stress,  and  urging  with  the 
greatest  freedom  every  new  argument  or  illustration 
that  may  occur  to  me,  till  I  shall  have  nothing  of  con- 
sequence  to  allege.  After  this  I  shall  no  longer,  reply 
to  particular  opponents^  but  content  myself  with  mak- 
ing such  corrections  and  improvem^ts  either  in  my 
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History,  or  my  intended  View  of  the  Doctrine  of  the 
first  Ages  of  the  Christian  Church,  concerning  the  Per- 
son pf  Christ,  as  I  may  see  necessary ;  submitting  every 
thing  to  the  judgment  of  (hose  who  may  think  proper 
to  give  any  attention  to  the  subject. 

I  cannot  conclude  this  preface  without  cautioning  our 
readers  not  to  imagine  that  this  is  a  mere  trial  of  skUl 
between  me  and  my  opponents.  It  is  the  opening  of  a 
serious  and  impbrtant  controversy,  tending  to  decide 
l^hether  the  christian  church  in  the  age  of  the  apostles 
was  unitarian  or  trinitarian ;  which,  independently  of 
any  arguments  from  particular  texts  of  scripture,  will 
assist  us  to  determine  whether  the  doctrine  of  the  tri« 
nity,  which  has  bad  so  long  possession  of  the  minds  of. 
the  christian  world,  be  a  real  doctrine  of  Christianity,  or 
one  of  its  oldest  and  worst  corruptions. 

I  wish  to  draw  out  the  ablest  men,  both  on  the  tri- 
nitarian and  the  Arian  side  of  the  question ;  and  I  hope 
that  I  shall  not  long  be  the  principal  on  the  proper 
unitarian  side.  My  Vindicator  is  much  better  qualified 
to  take  this  place,  and  leave  me  that  of  auxiliary. 

I  would  further  observe,  that  in  a  controversy  so 
various  and  extensive  as  this  will  probably  be,  it  should 
not  be  imagined  that  the  quesdon  is  absolutely  decided 
when  any  particular  advantage  is  gained  on  either  side.* 
AH  men  are  liable  to  oversights;  but  a  judicious 
reader  will  Consider  the  extent  and  consequences  of  an 
oversight,  and  particularly  whether  it  affects  the  ques- 
tion itself,  or  the  writer  only. 

Especially,  let  not  persons  who  are  not  themselves 
much  conversant  in  ecclesiastical  history,  conclude  that 
when  any  writer  has  gained  a  seeming  advantage,  it  is 
therefore  a  real  and  Jinal  one  \  but  let  them  wait  till 
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his  opponent  has  been  heard.  On  the  first  appearance 
of  Dr.  Horslcy's  Charge,  many  persons  conddered  it 
as  decisive  against  me.  Others  may  now  think  as  fa- 
vourably of  my  side  of  the  argument.  But  let  all 
persons  suspend  their*'judgment  till  they  see  that  we 
have  nothing  of  consequence  to  allege  farther,  and  let 
a  reasonable  time  be  given  to  each  of  us. 

To  the  Letters  to  Dr.  Horsley  I  have  subjoined  a 
Postscript  of  supplemental  and  miscellaneous  matters  ; 
and  especially  a  summary  view  oi  all  the  evidence  thafr 
I  have  hitherto  been  able  to  collect,  and  maxims  of 
historical  criticism^  with  which  the  several  articles  may 
be  compared.  I  wish  that  my  opponents  would  take 
the  same  or  any  similar  method,  in  order  to  bring  the 
controversy  to  a  more  easy,  speedy,  and  satisfactory 
termination. 

I  have  likewise  added  some  notice  of  the  writer  in 
The  Monthly  Review  for  September  last,  which  con- 
tains a  large  s^nswer  to  my  reply  to  his  former  animad- 
versions. It  was  certainly  improper  for  a  person  who 
assumes  the  character  of  ^  judge  to  become  a  party  in 
the  dispute*  With  the  intentions  that  he  avows,  of 
drawing  me  into  a  controversy,  he  ought  to  have  left 
his  former  province  of  reviewer  to  another j  and  not  to 
have  availed  himself  of  the  prodigious  advantage  of . 
the  cheap  and  immense  circulation  which  the  Review 
gave  him.  As  Dr,  Horsley  considers  this  writer  (p.  77) 
as  learned  in  ecclesiastical  history^  and  may  wish 
to  have  him  for  an  ally,  let  him  not,  like  Commqdus, 
throw  his  darts  from  a  stage  ;  but  if  he  have  any  con- 
fidence in  his  own  prowess,  (of  which  he  Seems  to  have 
no  distrust,)  let  him^  masked  or  unmasked,  descend 
into  the  arena  along  with  us^ 


0 


AN  INTRODUCTORY  LETTER- 

Dear  Sir» 

As  \t  is  my  earnest  wish  that  every  subject  of  impor* 
tance  may  be  fully  investigated,  I  am  happy  to  find 
that  yoii  have  done  me  the  honour  to  animadvert  on 
my  History  of  the  Corruptions  of  Christianity,  ia 
your  late  Charge  to  the  Clergy,  at  St.  Alban's,  as  you 
iformerly  did  on  my  Treatise  on  Philosophical  Neces* 
sity,  in  a  Sermon.  I  was.  in  hopes  that  my  l-eply  to 
the  latter  would  have  led  you  to  pursue  the  argument 
with  me  to  its  proper  termination.  But  though  I  failed 
in  my  attempts  to  engage  your  assistance  in  that  in* 
quiry,  I  flatter /nyself  that  I  shall  be  more  successful 
in  this ;  especially  as,  by  the  temper  and  style  of  your 
performance,  you  seem  to  interest  yourself  more  deeply 
in  this  subject,  imagining,  no  doubt,  and  very  justly, 
that  much  more  depends  upon- it. 

You  have  given,  howwer,  a  degree  of  importance 
to  my  work  which,  I  own,  I  had  not  thought  of  my- 
self, when  you  say  to  your  reverend  brethren,  p.  5, 
^^  You  will  easily  conjecture  that  what  has  led  me  to 
these  reflections,  is  the  extraordinary  attempt  which 
has  lately  been  made  to  unsettle  the  faith,  and  to  break 
up  the  constitution,  of  every  ecclesiastical  establishment 
in  Christendonh  Such  is  the  avowed  object  of  a  re* 
cent  publication,  which  bears  the  title  of  A^History  of 
the  Corruptions  of  Christianity,  among  which  the  Ca- 
tholic doctrine  of  the  trinity  holds  a  principal  place.'* 

Now  I  see  nothing  so  very  extraordinary  in  my  at« 


16  LETTERS  TO  DR.  HORSLEY. 

tempt.  I  have  only  done  what  has  been  done  by  every 
oihet  person  who  has  endeavoured  to  refute  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity,  or  any  other  essential  article  of 
established  churches.  However,  as  you  seem  to  hav6 
taken  so  particular  an  alarm  in  this  case,  I  am  willing 
to  hope  you  will  exert  yourself  with  proportionable 
vigour ;  when,  in  your  apprehension,  it  is  no  less  than 
to  save  a  falling  state.  Before  I  enter  upon  the  sub^ 
ject  itself,  I  must  endeavour  to  set  you  right  with  re- 
spect to  two  preliminary  circumstances. 

Whether  it  be  to  my  credit  or  not,  I  must  observe 
that  you  make  my  reading  to  be  more  extensive  than  it 
is,  when  you  suppose  me  to  have  borrowed  my  prin- 
cipal arguments  from  D.  Zwicker  or  Episcopius.  I  do 
assure  you.  Sir,  I  do  not  recollect  that  I  ever  met  with 
the  name  of  Zwicker  before  I  saw  it  in  this  publication 
of  yours.  For  Episcopius  I  have  the  highest  reverence; 
and  I  thank  you  for  informing  me  that,  though  an 
Arian  himself,  he  was  convinced  that '  the  Christian 
church  was  originally  what  is  now  called  Socinian. 

On  the  other  hand,  by  your  recommending  Bishop 
Bull's  Defence  of  the  Nicene  Faith  so  very  strongly, 
and  not  mentioning  any  other  modem  writers,  you 
seem  to  have  overlooked,  or  to  have  undervalued,  se- 
veral works  which  may  certainly  be  very  useful  to 
those  who  wish  to  form  an  impartial  judgment  on  the 
subject  of  this  controversy ;  especially  Whitby  s  Z)£j- 
quisitiones  Modestie,  in  an.swer  to  Bishop  Bull,  and  his 
keplies  to  Waterland,  with  several  pieces  in  the  Soci- 
nian Tracti9  in  three  small  vol.umes  4to.  But  I  am 
more  particularly  surprised  that,  you  should  not  have 
mentioned  Dr.  Clarke's  celebrated  Treatise  on  the  Tri- 
nity, which  is  calculated  to  be  of  the  greatest  use  to 


LETTERS  TO  DR.  HOR&LBT.  IT 

those  who  would  study  thjs  subject ;  containing  all  the 
texts  that  relate  to  it  most  advantageously  arranged  for 
the  purpose,  together  with  some  very  useful  references 
to  the  christian  fathers.  There  are  several  parts  of 
that  work  which  I  would  take  <he  liberty  to  recom- 
mend to  your  own  .particular  attention. 

You  charge  me  with  arguing  in  a  circle^  ^J^gp 
p.  1 2,  "  It  is  the  professed  object  of  his  undertaking 
to  exhibit  a  view  of  the  gradual  changes  of  opinions, 
in  order  to  ascertain  the  faith  of  the  first  ages.  And 
he  would  ascertain  the  faith  of  the  first  ages  in  order 
to  settle  the  sense  of  the  scriptures  in  disputed  pointis. 
He  is  therefore  not  at  liberty  to  assume  any  sense  of 
the  scriptures,  which,  because  it  is  his  own,  he  may  be 
pleased  to  call  the  clear  sense,  for  a  proof  that  the  ori- 
ginal faith  was  such  as  would  confirm  the  fiense  he 
wishes  to  establish." 

^*  So  long,"  you  say,  "  as  the  sixth  page  of  the  first 
volume  of  Dr.  Priestley's  History  shall  be  extant,  the 

masters  of  the  dialectic  art  will  be  at  no  loss  for  an  ex- 

« 

ample  of  the  circulating  syllogism."  But  unless  they 
be  provided  with  one  already^  you  must  look  out  for 
them  elsewhere,  as  this  you  have  now  pitched  upon 
will  not  answer  their  purpose,  if  they  be  really  masters 
of  the  dialectic  art. 

Had  I  produced  no  other  proof  of  the  unitarlanism 
of  the  scriptures  besides  that  of  the  primitive  church, 
and  also  no  other  proof  of  the  unitarianism  of  the  pii* 
mitive  church,  besides  that  of  the  scriptures,  I  should 
have  argued  in  a  circle.  But  you  will  find  that  I  have 
been  far  from  doing  this* 

Is  it  not  usual  with  all  writers  who  wish  t6  prove 
two  things,  which  mutually  prove  each  other,  to  ob* 
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serve  that  they  do  prove  each  other ;  and  therefore, 
that  whatever  evidence  can  be  alleged  for  either  of 
them  is  fully  in  point  with  respect  to  the  other  ?  Now 
this  is  all  that  I  have  done  with  respect  to  the  unita- 
riahism  of  the  scriptures,  and  of  the  primitive  church, 
which  prove  each  other ;  only  that,  in  my  History,  I 
do  hot  profess  to  enter  into  the  separate  proof  of  the 
miitarian  doctrine  from  the  scriptures. 

This  I  there  take  for  granted  had  been  sufficiently 
done  already  by  myself  and  others ;  and  I  therefore 
proceed  to  prove  the  unitarianism  of  the  primitive 
church  from  independent  evidence  \  only  observing 
that  the  unitarian  doctrine  having  been  taught  by  the 
apostles  is  ^likewise  a  proof  of  the  same  thing.  But 
this  I  could  not  suppose  would  have  any  weight  with 
those  who  are  trinitarians,  though  it  was  not  improper 
to  mention  it  with  respect  to  others  with  whom  it 
Deould  hav«  Weight, 

I  might  have  urged  another  kind  of  argument  against 
both  the  divinity  and  the  pre-existence  of.  Christ,  viz. 
from  the  doctrine  of  the  materiality  of  man,  which  I 
presume  has  been  sufficiently  proved  in  my  Disquisi-* 
tions  on  Matter  and  Spirit.  I  maintain  that  there  is 
no  more  reason  why  a  man  should  be  supposed  to  have 
an  immaterial  principle  within  him,  than  that  a  dog^  a 
plants  or  a  magnet,  should  hzve  one ;  because,  in  all 
these  cases,  there  is  just  the  same  difficulty  in  imagin<< 
ihg  any  connexion  between  the  visible  matter  of  which 
they  consist,  and  the  invisible  powers  of  which  they  are 
possessed.  If  universal  concomitance  be  the  founda- 
tion of  all  our  reasoning  concerning  causes  and  efiects^ 
the  organized  brain  of  a  man  must  be  deemed  to  be  . 
the  prqper  seat  and  immediate  cause  of  his  sensation 
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and  thinking,  as  much  as  the  inward  atracture  oi  a 
magnet,  whatever  that  be,  is  the  cause  of  its  power  of 
attracting  iron. 

This  is  a  v^ry  shoFt  and  plain  argument,  perfectly 
consonant  to  all  our  reasoning  in  philosophy ;  and  it  is 
conclusive  against  the  doctrine  of  a  soul,  and  conse- 
quently against  the  whole  system  of  pre-existence.  If 
then  Peter,  James,  and  John  had  no  pre-existent  state^ 
it  must  be  contrary  to  all  analogy  to  suppose  Jesus  to 
have  pre-existed.  His  being  a  prophet,  and  having  a 
power  of  working  miracles,  can  make  no  just  exception 
in  his  favour ;  for  then  every  preceding  prophet  must 
have  pre-existed. 

I  think  I  have  also  proved  in  my  Disquisitions,  that 
the  doctrine  of  a  soulj  as  a  substance  distinct  from  the 
body,  and  capable  of  being  happy  or  miserable  when 
the  body  is  in  the  grave,  was  borrowed  from  pagan 
philosophy,  is  totally  repugnant  to  the  system  oiF  reve* 
lation,  and  unknown  in  the  scriptures ;  which  speak  of 
no  reward  for  the  righteous,  or  punishment  for, the 
wicked,  before  the  general  resurrection,  and  the  coming 
of  Christ  to  judge  the  world. 

I  might  therefore  have  urged  that,  since  the  doctrine  j^r77fr:ftU 
of  Christ's  pre-existence  is  contrary  to  reason,  jmd  ^^^^^\^g^^  ^  ^ 
ngvgL taught  by  Christ  or  his  apostles,  it  could  not^^jjL^  ^^-^^ 
have  been  the  faith  of  their  immediate  disciples  in  the^t>^^r*-^  ^^"^1^ 
first  ages  of  Christianity.  This  argument  will  have  iV^i,j%y,f^^^ 
weight  with  those  who  reject  the  doctrine  of  a  soul^ 
and  moke  them  look  with  suspicion  upon  any  pretended 
proof  of  the  doctrine  of  Christ's  pre-existence,  and  of 
its  having  been  the  faith  of  the  apostolical  age,  as  well 
as  theii*  previous  persuasion  that  such  is  not  the'  doc* 
trine  of  the  scriptures.    And  since  aQ  the  three  posi* 

c  2 
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tiona  are  capable  of  independent  proof,  the  urging  of 
them  would  not  have  been  arguing  in  a  circlcy  but  the 
adducing  of  proper  collateral  evidence. 

I  am,  &c* 


LETTER    I. 

Of  the  Argument  from  the  Writings  of  the  Apostles 

and  the  apostolical  Fathers^ 

JDear  S1R9 

JQsforb  I  consider  what  you  have  said  with  respect  to 
the  apostolical  fathers,  I  must  take  some  notice  of  what 
you  have  advanced  with  respect  to  the  argument  from 
scripture ;  though,  in  this  Charge,  you  do  not  pro- 
fessedly go  upon  that  ground. 

Tou  take  it  for  granted  that  the  logos,  mentioned  in 
the  introduction  to  the  gospel  of  John,  must  be  a  per* 
son^  and  not  a  mere  attribute^  because  it  is  referred  to 
by  the  pronoun  ovTog.  "  This  person,"  you  say,  "  (for 
that  is  the  natural  force  of  the  Greek  pronoun  ovTog) 
this  pevsou  was  in  the  beginning  with  God.  All  things 
were  made  by  him,  &c."  Whereas,  this  pronoun  may 
refer  to  any  thing  that  is  of  the  same  gender  in  tfi^' 
Greek  language^,  whether  it  be  a  person  or  not ;  and 
it  requires  but. a  moderate  acquaintance  with  the  New 
l^estament  to  observe  instances  of  it  even  there }  as  in 
Matt  vii.  12,  ovrog  i(rriv  6  voiLog^  This  is  the  l^Wy  and 
Rev*  zx.  14,  wrog  £<rT/y  0  ^^\}TBfog  Sluvurogy  This  is  the 
jfecfnd  death. 

The  same  pronoun  refers  to  the  temple^  yuog^ 
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John  ii.  20 ;  to  breads  ccprog,  John  tI.  50 ;  to  stones, 
TaOoh '  Matt.  iv.  3 ;  Acts  iv.  1 1  ;  a  salutation^  a<nrot<r* 
fjLogi  Luke  i.  29,  and  not  less  than  eight  times  to  Xoyoc9 
where  it  certainly  means  nothing  more  than  speech,  as 
Matt,  xxviii,  15,  &c.  To  satisfy  yourself,  only  look 
into  any  Concordance  of  *  the  Greek  Testament. 

The  logos  of  John,  therefore,  may  be  a  mere  attri* 
bute  of  the  Father,  though  it  be  the  antecedent  to  the 
pronoun  ovreg.  For  you  will  hardly  say  that  the  law, 
or  death,  or  the  temple,  &c.  &c.  is  a  real  person  ca- 
pable of  intention  and  action.  Besides,  I  do  suppose 
that  John  nses^  figurative  personification,  which  would 
require  the  same  forms  of  speech  as  if  he  had  intended 
to  speak  of. a  real  person. 

You  also  find  a  reference  to  the  pre-existent  state  of 
our  Saviour  in  1  John  iv.  2,  where  it  is  said  every  spi* 
rit  that  corifesses  that  Jesus  Christ  is  come  in  thejlesh 
is  of  God;  by  which  you  say,  p.  15,  "  the  opinion 
that  Christ  was  trfily  a  man  is  very  awkwardly  and  un- 
naturally expressed.  The  turn  of  the  expression,*' 
you  add,  "  seems  to  lead  to  the  notion  of  a  being  who 
had  his  choice  of  different  ways  of  coming." 

On  the  other  hand,  I  think  the  phrase  sufficiently 
similar  to  other  Jewish  phrases,  of  which  we  find  va- 
Kous  examples  in  the  scriptures,  and  that  it  may  be 
explained  by  the  phrase  partaker  of  Jlesh  and  blood, 
Hebrews  ii.  14.  If  the  word  coming  must  necessarily 
mean  coming  from  heaven,  and  imply  a  pre-existent 
state,  John  the  Baptist  must  have  pre-existed :  for  our 
Saviour  uses  that  expression  concerning  him,  as  well 
as  concerning  himself.  Matt*  xi.  18,  19,  John  came 
neither  eating  nor  drinking,  and  they  say  he  hath  a  die* 
mon.  The  Son  of  Man  came  eatjng  and  drinking,  Sfc. 
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It  may  also  be  asserted  with  more  certainty  still  coa- 
cerning  all  the  apostles  that  they  pre-existed;  for 
our  Saviour,  in  his  prayer  for  them,  respectmg  their 
mission,  makes  use  of  the  term  worlds  which  is  not 
found  in  1  John  iv.  2,  where  he  says,  John  xvii.  18, 
j4s  thou  hast  sent  me  into  -the  worlds  so  have  I  also 
sent  them  into  the  world. 

The  phrase  coming  in  the  fleshy  in  my  opinion,  re- 
fers very  naturally  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Gnostics,  who 
supposed  Christ  to  be  a  super-angelic  spirit,  which  de- 
scended from  heaven,  and  entered  into  the  body  of 
Jesus.  The  phrase  Vie  that  should  come^  or  who  was  to 
comeQiis  coming  having  been  foretold  by  the  prophets), 
appears  to  have  been  familiar  to  the  Jew^^  to  denote 
the  Messiah :  but  with  them  it  certainly  did  not  imply 
any  coming  down  from  heaven,  because  they  had  no 
such  idea  concerning  their  Messiah. 

I  see  no  trace,  therefore,  in  the  epistle  of  John  of 
any  more  than  one  heresy^  He  neither  expressly  says 
nor  hints  that  there  were  two ;  and  part  of  his  descrip- 
tion of  this  one  heresy  evidently  points  to  that  of  the 
Gnostics,  as  is  acknowledged  by  yourself ;  and  this 
heresy  was  as  different  as  possible  from  that  of  the 
Ebionites.  The  early  writers  who  speak  of  them  men- 
tion them  as  two  opposite  heresies  existing  in  the  same 
early  period ;  so  that  it  is  very  improbable  a  priori^ 
that  "  the  same  expression,'*  as  you  say,  p.  16, 
**  should  be  equally  levelled  at  them  both/*  Gnosti- 
cism being  certainly  condemned  therefore  by  the  apo« 
stie,  and  not  the  doctrine  of  the  Ebionites,  I  conclude 
that  in  the.  latter,  which  is  allowed  to  have  existed  in 
bis  time,  he  saw  nothing  worthy  of  censure ;  but  that 
it  was  the  doctrine  which  he  himself  had  taught.    If 
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this  apostk  had  thought  as  you  do  with  respect  to  it, 
why  did  he  not  censure  it  unequivocally^  as  ydu  do> 
md  with  as  much  severity  ? 

Tertullian,  indeed,  maintained  that,  by  those  who 
detiied  that  Christ  was  come  in  thejlesh,  John  meant 
the  Gnostics,  and  (hat.by  those  who  denied  that  Jesus 
was  the  son  of  God,  he  meant  the  Ebionites*.  He 
had  no  idea  that  the  former  expression  only  could  in* 
elude  both.  But  as  the  Gnostics  maintained  that  Jesti$ 
and  the  Christ  were  different  persons,  the  latter  having 
come  from  heaven,  and  being  the  son  of  God»  where- 
as Jesus  Was  the  son  of  man  only,  the  expressbn  of 
Jesta  being  the  son  i^  God  is  js  directly  oppo^d  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  Gnostics  as  that  of  Christ  coming; 
in  tkejlesh. 

You  say,  p.  17,  *Mt  appears,  therefore,  that  to 
confess  that  Jesus  Christ  is  come  in  the  fleshy  and  to 
aifirm  that  Jesus  Christ  is  truly  a  man,  are  propor- 
tions not  perfectly  equivalent.  Dr.  Priestley  indeed 
has  shown  himseSlf  very  sensible  of  the  difference.  He 
vrould  not  have  otherwise  found  it  necessary  for  the 
improvement  of  h^  argument,  in  reciting  the  third 
verse  of  the  4th  chapter  of  St.  John*s  first  epistle,  to 
change  the  expression  which  he  found  in  the  public-- 
translation,  for  another  which  corresponds  far  less  ex- 
actly with  the  Greek  text.  For  the  words  that  Jesus 
Christ  is  come  in  the  flesh.  Dr.  Priestley  substitutes 
these,  Jesus  Christ  is  come  of  the  flesh.*'  You  add 
afterwards,  *^  He  might  think  it  no  unwarrantable  li- 
berty  to  correct  an  expression,  which,  as  not  perfectly 
corresponding  with  his  ow&  system,  he  could  not  ra« 

*  De  PraBscrijpti«ue,HflereticQrttro9  sect,  xx^iii.  p«  214. 


24  LETTERS  TO  DR.  HORSLEY^ 

tirely  approve.  It  would  have  been  but  fair  to  adver- 
tise his  readers  of  so  capital  an  emendation ;  an  emen- 
dation for  \^hich  no  support  is  to  be  found  in  the  Greek 
text,  nor  even  in  the  varieties  of  any  MSS." 

I  am  sorry,  Sir,  that  my  printer,  or  my  own  mistake, 
should  have  given  you  all  this  trquble  in  consulting 
MSS.  &c.  I  do  assure  you  I  had  no  knowledge  of 
having  made  a  change  in  a  single  word  in  copying 
that  text,  nor  should  I  have  wished  to  have  made  any 
change  at  all  in  it ;  thinking  that,  as  it  now  stands,  it 
is  quite  as  much  for  my  purpose  as  that  which  you 
suppose  I  have  purposely  substituted  in  its  place.  Had 
you  thought  me  capable  of  an  attempt  of  this  kind, 
you  should  not  have^ascribed  to  me^  as  you  have  done, 
the  greatest  purity  of  intention  in  all  that  I  have  writ- 
ten on  this  Subject. 

1  now  proceed  to  remark  on  what  you  have  observed 
from  Clemens  Romanus,  concerning  thepre-existenc^ 
of  Christ. 

You  think  that,  through  my  excessive  zeal  for  an 
hypothesis,  I  make  every  thing  to  favour  it :  but  I 
hardly  think  that  you  can  find  any  thing  in  my  attempt 
to  support  the  Socinian  doctrine,  that  discovers  more 
zeal  than  you  manifest  in  support  of  the  Athanasian 
one ;  and  I  think  that  excessive  zeal  has  misled  you  in 
as  remarkable  a  manner  as  you  suppose  mine  to  have 
misled  me.  I  can  no  otherwise  account  for  your  assert* 
ing,  p.  1 6,  ths^t  '^  The  notion  of  Christ  havmg  had  his 
choice  of  different  ways  of  coming  into  the  world,  is  ex- 
plicitly expressed  in  a  book  little  inferior  in  authority  to 
the  canonical  writings,  in  the  first  epistle  of  Clemens  Ro- 
manus, in  a  passage  of  that  epistle  which  Dr.  Priestley, 
somewhat  unfortunately  for  bis  cause,  has  chosen  for 
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the  basis  of  an  argument  of  that  holy  father's  hetero- 
doxy. The  sceptre  of  the  majesty  of  God,  says  Cle- 
mens, Our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  came  not  in  the  pomp  . 
of  pride  and  arrogance,  although  he  had  it  in  his 
power.  Clemens,  it  seems,  conceived  that  the  manner 
of  coming  was  in  the  power  and  choice  of  the  person 
who  was  to  come/' 

Of  this  I  have  no  doubt ;  but  the  question  is,  from 
whence  he  was  then  to  come.  Clemens  does  not  say 
that  it  w2isfrom  heaven  to  earth.  That  is  entirely  your 
own  interpretation,  for  which  I  see  no  ground  at  all ; 
since  the  phrase  is  so  easily  explained  by  liis  entering 
upon  his  commission,  as  a  public  teacher;  when,  being 
invested  with  the  power  of  working  miracles,  he  nevef 
made  any  ostentatious  display  of  it,  or  indeed  exerted 
it  for  his  own  benefit  in  any  respect. 

Besides  Clemens  Romanus,  you  refer  to  the  epistles 
of  Ignatius,  for  a  proof  of  the  early  knowledge  of 
the  doctrine  of  Christ's  diviiiity.  "  The  holy  father," 
you  say,  p.  19,  **  hardly  ever  mentions  Christ  without 
introducing  some  explicit  assertion  of  his  divinity,  or 
without  joining  with  the  nam^  of  Christ  some  epithet 
in  which  it  is  implied/'  All  this  is  very  true,  according 
to  our  present  copies  of  Ignatius's  epistles.  But  you 
must  know  that  the  genuineness  pf  them  is  not  only 
very  much  doubted,  but  generally  given  up  by  the 
learned ;  and  it  was  not  perfectly  ingenuous  in  yon  to 
conceal  that  circumstance.  First  prove  those  epistles, 
as  we  now  have  them,  to  be  the  genuine  writings  of 
Ignatius,  and  then  make  all  the  use  of  them  that  you 
can. 

^  I  am,  &c. 


\  M 
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LETTER  II. 

Of  the  Distinction  hetiveen  the  Ebionites  and  the 

Uazarenes. 

Dear  Sir, 

XT  fas^s  been  imagined  by  some,  that  there  was  a  dif- 
ference between  the  doctrine  of  the  Ebionites  and  that 
of  the  Nazarenes  concerning  the  person  of  Christ ;  the 
former  disbelieving  the  miraculous  conception,  and  the 
latter  maintaining  it;  whereas  I  have  said  that  I  can 
find  no  sufficient  authority  for  that  difference;  that 
which  ha^  been  thought  to  have  been  the  peculiar  opi- 
nion of  the  Nazarenes,  being  expressly  ascribed  to  one^ 
branch  of  the  Ebionites,  by  Origen,  Eusebius,  Epi- 
phanius,  and  perhaps  other  ancient  writers. , 

And  as  to  any  Nazarenes  who  believed  that  Christ 
was  any  thing  more  than  man,  I  find  no  trace  of  them 
in  history ;  so  that  it  is  highly  probable  that  the  Naza*- 
renes  of  the  second  century  were  the  same  people  with 
those  of  the  first,  or  tlie  primidve  Jewish  Christians, 
and  that  they  were  called  Ebionites  by  way  of  reproach. 

To  the  arguments  from  Origen  and  Eusebius  you 
say  nothing,  but  with  respect  to  that  from  Eptphanius 
your  conduct  is  very  particular  indeed.  On  my  saying 
that  *'  Epiphanius  expressly  says  that  Ebion  held  the 
same  opinion  with  the  Nazarenes,**  you  say,  p.  77, 
*'  The  only  inference  to  be  made  from  this  assertion  is 
this,  that  Dr.  Priestley  has  never  troubled  himself  to 
read  more  of  Epiphanius's  account  of  the  Ebionites 
than  the  first.eleven  words  of  the  first  sentence.  Had 
he  read  tha  first  sentence  to  the  end,  he  would  have 
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found  that  Ebion,  although  he  arose  from  the  school 
of  the  Nazarenes,  and  held  similar  opinions,  preached 
also  other  doctrines,  of  which  he  was  the  first  inventor. 
Among  these  novelties,  by  the  consent  of  all  antiquity, 
though  not  with  Dr.  Priestley's  leave,  we  place  the 
mere  humanity  of  Christ,  with  or  without  the  mira- 
cukas  concepti(Hi.'' 

I  shall  not  return  your  offensive  language ;  but  had 
you  yourself  read  the  second  paragraph  in  this  section, 
you  would  have  found  that  your  remark  had  no  foun- 
dation whatever.  For  it  there  appears,  that  though, 
according  to  this  writer,  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes 
did  differ  in  some  other  particulars,  it  was  not  with  re- 
spect even  to  the  miraculous  conception,  much  less  with 
respect  to  the  doctrine  of  the  mere  humanity  of  Christ. 
He  says,  in  the  middle  of  the  first  section,  ^^  that 
Ebion,^'  whom  in  the  24th. section  he  makes  to  be 
cotemporary  with  the  apostle  John,  ^^  borrowed  his 
abominable  rites 'Irom  the  Samaritans,  his  opinion 
(yvw/x^yy)  from  ilk  Nazarenes,  his  name  fi'om  the 
Jews  *,  &c/*  And  he  says,  in  the  beginnmg  of  the 
second  section, "  he  was  cotemporary  with  the  former, 
*  and  had  the  same  origin  with  them ;  and  first  he  as- 
serted that  Christ  was  bom  of  th»  commerce  and  seed 
of  man,  namely  Joseph,  as  we  signified  above,"  re- 
ferring to  the  first  words  of  his  first  section,  "  when 
we  said  that  in  other  respects  he  agreed  with  them  all, 
and  differed  from  them  only  in  this,  viz.  in  his  adher- 
ence to  the  laws  of  the  Jews  with  respect  to  the  sab^ 

♦  S^jLWf«»'»v  /tfiv  ya/p  «%e<  t'o  jS^eXu^ov,  1ou$mw¥  ii  ro  ovo/ta, 

navwv  ^QuXstai  «%«iy  m^v  itpoQ-ijyopiav.     H«r.  So.  sect.  i.  p»  125. 
Vol.  i.  edit,  Paris.  1622. 
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bath,  circumcision,  and  other  things  that  were  enjoined 
by  the  Jews  and  Samaritans.  He  moreover  adopted 
many  more  things  than  the  Jews,  in  imitation  of  the 
Samaritans*/'  the  particulars  of  which  he  then  pn> 
eeeds  to  mention. 

In  the  siame  section  he  speaks  of  the  Ebionites  in- 
habiting  the  same  country  as  the  Nazarenes,  and  adds 
that,  **  agreeing  together,  they  communicated  of  their 
perverseness  to  each  other  f.**  Then,  in  the  third  sec- 
tion, he  observes  that  afterwards  some  of  the  Ebiomtes 
entertained  a  di£Ferent  opinion  concerning  Christ,  than 
that  he  was  the  son  of  Joseph ;  supposing  that,  after 
lElxacus  joined  them,  they  learnefi  of  him  ^'  some  fancy 
concerning  Christ  and  the  holy  spirit  { /' 

Concerning  the  Nazarenes,  in  the  seventh  section 
of  his  account  of  them,  he.  says  that  they  were  Jews 
in  all  respects,  except  ^^  that  they  believed  in  Christ ; 
but  I  do  not  know  whether  they  hold  the  miraculous 
conception,  or  not  §  /'  This  amounts  to  no  more  than 

*  Ourof  yap  i  E^wv  fmy^povos  jtxrgy  roui'wy  iteyipx^Vi  clv  aurcay 
h  arvv  OLvroig  6p(j.citai,  rcf,  itpwra  $6  sk  icaparpitr^s  xat  orTtBpiiaro^ 
mvSpog,  rovreari  rov  Iwcnj^,  rov  Xpiutov  yeyevyjo-^ai  eX&ysv,  (is 
xcu  ij^ij  rpy  irpoeipyjrai,  cm  ra,  ifrarois  aWois  ev  ditaffi  ^povwv,  s¥ 
rovTcy  i^ovcy  SisfspeTO,  ev  rw  rw  yofJMj  tov  IowJa*<r/xoy  ir^ocravf^^fiy, 
TtaLTOi  (ra^^xTia-y^oy t  xai  x&ra  rvyv  Tf€pitotji,yjVf^a.t  xara  rot  aXXa  iravra 
C(ra.  ^sp  irapa.  lov^aioig  Kcci  ^ai^apurai  sititeXsirou,  en  h  vXs'w 
9vros  Tfapa  rovs  Iov^oliw$  o/xotct;;  roig  Y,a^cLpeiroiis  Siaifparrerai. 
H«r.  30.  sect.  li.  p.  1 25,  126. 

f  EvSev  apxsrcu  ry^s  icax.Yf$  avrov  $iSa<rxaXioig,  o&ev  ^rfiev  x^i 
«I  'Na.lioLprjvoi  ol  avojxoi  ntpo$e$rs\wvrcu.  l.vva(pSet$  ya^  ovrog  exeivois, 
noLi  ixsivoi  ravtuj,  eicxtepos  CLito  rr}$  kavrov  fx,o;^9iypia^  rwirepw  iie» 
re^otjKS.     Ibid.  sect.  ii.  p;  1^5, 126.  ^ 

X  ^oLvroLtrioLv  fivtt  ifepi  X^ior^w  iiyjyeirai,  xai  Ttepi  itysvpiatos 
iyiov.     Ibid.  sect.  iii.  p.  127. 

§  Uepi  Xptcrov  &  oux  oi^a  eiTteiv  ei  xau  aiwoi,  7*i|  'fujv  itpcsipyj* 
fjLevwy  itepi  Kijpivdbv  xa*  Mij^ivflov  f^^o^iript^  a^ievres,  tJ/iXov  avSpcO' 
new  v^ftijoufl-iv  ij,  xaSw^  ij  aXijflg/a  i%«<,  ha,  itvevfji^aros  dytov  ysyc- 
yr^u-^di  ex  Mapias  $ia^e^aiovyroLi.    Haer.  29.  sect,  vii,  p.  123. 
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^  doubt,  which  he  afterwards  abandoned,  by  asserting 
that  the  Ebionftes  held  the  same  opinion  concerning 
Christ  with  the  Nazarenes,  which-  opinion  he  ex- 
pressly states  to  be  their  belief,  that  Jesus  was  a  mere 
man,  and  the  son  of  Joseph. 

I  now  appeal  to  yourself  whether  this  does  not 
abundantly  justify  my  quoting  the  authority  of  Epipha- 
nius,  whatever  that  may  be,  in  support  of  the  Ebio* 
Bites  and  Nazarenes  having  held  the  same  opinion  con« 
ceming  Christ,  though  they  might  differ  in  other  things* 
Please  also  to  observe  that  these  Nazarenes  were  prior 
to  Ebion,  who  was  himself  cotemporary  with  the  apostle 
John. 

You  acknowledge,  p.  29,  that,  "  in  Jerom's  time 
the  Nazarenes  were  so  far  declined  from  the  pure  faith 
of  the  first  race  of  Christians,  and  were  become  here- 
tical to  that  degree,  that  Jerom  considered  them  as  a 
Jewish  sect,  rather  than  a  Christian/'  How  much 
earlier  this  general  defection  took  place  you  do  not  say. 
It  appears,  however,  as  you  do  not  deny,  that  the  un- 
believing Jews  called  all  those  of  their  race,  who  were 
christians,  by  the  name  of  Ebiohites,  in  the  time  of 
Origen,  Indeed  Origen's  own  words  are  too  express 
to  admit  any  doubt  of  this.  **  Those,**  says  he,  "  of 
the  Jews  who  believe  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  are  called 
Ebionites  *♦  And  these  Ebionites  Origen  say^  were 
of  two  sortSj  one  of  them  believing  the  miraculous 
conception,  and  the  other  not ;  but  ail  of  them  consi^ 
dering  Christ  as  a  mere  man. 

Tou  say,  indeed,  p.  35,  that  ^'  the  word  Ebionite 
had,  in  the  time  of  Origen,  outgro^vn  its  original 

*  ECiwvaiot  ^njfiMfil^^a'iy  of  flwro  louSaiwy  toy  Irjaroy  w$  Xpiorot 
itapah^ajji^yot.    In  Celsum,  lib.  ii.  p.  56. 
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heresy  in  the  days  of  Origen  ?  What  evidence  would 
that  afford  of  the  identity  of  the  Nazarenes  and  the 
Ebionites  in  earlier  times  ?  And  even  that  identity,  if 
it  were  proved,  what  evidence  would  it  afford,  that 
the  church  of  Jerusalem  had  been  originally  unitarian 
under  her  first  bishops  of  the  circumcision?" 

I  answer,  that  if  the  Jewish  christians  were  univer- 
sally Ebionites  in  the  time  of  Origen,  the  probability 
is,  that  they  were  very  generally  so  in  the  time  of  the 
apostles ;  and  that  their  heresy,  as  it  is  called,  did  ex^ 
ist  in  the  time  of  the  apostles,  is  abundantly  evident. 
Whole  bodies  of  men  do  not  very  soon  change  their 
opinions.  And  if,  as  you  allow,  the  Jewish  christians 
were  distinguished  by  the  name  of  Nazarenes  ( whom 
I  think  I  have  proved  to  be  the  same  with  the  Ebionites, 
who  all  believed  Christ  to  be  a  mere  man,)  from  the 
time  that  they  were  settled  in  the  country  beyond  the 
sea  of  Galilee,  you  carry  the  opinions  of  the  Ebionites, 
as  universally  held  by  the  Jewish  christians,  to  the  very 
ag^  of  the  apostles  ;  for  they  retired  into  that  country 
on  the  approach  of  the  Jewish  war,  about  which  time 
the  apostles  went  off  the  stage.  -    . 

Since  all  the  Jewish  christians  were  called  Nazarenes 
or  Ebionites,  and  all  the  writers  that  mention  them 
speak  of  the  doctrine  of  those  sects  in  general^  and 
not  those  of  their  own  time  in  particular^  as  being 
that  Christ  was  a  mere  man  ;  the  natural  inference  is, 
that  those  sects,  or  the  Jewish  christians,  did  in  all 
times,  after  they  became  so  distinguished,  (which  is  al-. 
lowed  to  have  been  just  before  or  presently  after  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem,)  hold  that  doctrine.  And 
supposing  this  to  have  been  the  case,  is  it  not  almost 
certain,  that  the  apostles  themselves  must  have  taught 
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it  ?  Can  it.  be  supposed  that  the  whole  Jewish  church 
should  have  abandoned  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of 
Christ  within  so  few  years  after  the  death  of  the  apoj- 
sties,  if  they  had  ever  received  it  from  them  ?  ^  As  far 
as  I  yet  see,  Jewish  christians  who  were  not  Nazarene&j 
or  Ebionites,  or  Nazarenes  who  "held  any  other  doctrine 
concerning  Christ  than  that  he  was  a  mere  man,  are 
unknown  in  history,  and  have  no  existence  but  in  inuu- 
gination. 

That  those  who  were  called  Nazarenes  were  as  fat 
from  thinking  Christ  to  be  God  as  the  Ebionites^  is 
evident  from  the  most  unexceptionable  evidetice* 
Among  others  is  the  testimony  of  Theodoret,  though, 
not  having  the  original,  I  am  obliged  to  quote  it  at  se- 
cond hand.  I'his  I  shall  do  from  Suicer's  Thesaurus^ 
under  the  article  Ebion.  He  says,  "  the  Nazarenes 
are  Jews,  who  respect  Christ  as  a  righteous  man  •." 
And  Theodoret  lived  in  Syria,  where  lie  had  the  best 
opportunity  of  .being  acquainted  with  the  state  of  the 
Jewish  churches. 

It  is  rather  extraordinary  that  such  a  point  should 
now  be  .made  of  finding  some  difference  of  import- 
lance  between  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites,  whetL 
no  critic,  I  believe,  of  any  name  in  the  last  age  pre-* 
tended  to  find  any.  The  learned  Jeremiah  J6nes,  after 
disposing  in  opposite  columns  all  that  he  could  collect 
concerning  them  bothj^^from  the  best  authorities,,  con-, 
eludes  with  saying,  '*  It  is  plain  there  was  a  very  great 
agreement  between  these  two  ancient  sects ;  and  though 
they  went  under  different  names^  yet  they  seem  only  to 
differ  in  this,  that  the  Ebionites  had  made  some  addi« 
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don  to  the  old  Nazarene  system.     For  Origen  tells  us 
they  were  called  Ebionites,  who  from  among  the  Jews 
owned  Jesus  to-  be  the  Christ  */'    The  running  title  ' 
of  this  chapter  is,  The  Nazarenes  and  Ebioniies  the 

m 

same. 

As  to  the  general  testimony  of  Eusebius  and  other 
writers,  themselves  believers  in  the  divinity  of  Christ, 
that  the  church  of  Jerusalem  towards  the  close  of  the 
apostolic  age  (for  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  apostles 
taught  that  doctrine  clearly,  and  therefore  not  with  ef- 
fect, at  the  opening  of  their  commission,)  was  orthodox 
in  their  sense  of  the  Wbrd,  it  is  not  to  be  regarded, 
unless  they  bring  some  sufficient  proof  of  their  asser^ 
tion.  They  were,  no  doubt,  willing  to  have  it  thought 
so;  and,  without  considering  it  very  particularly,  might 
presume  that  it  was  so :  but  the  facts  which  they  them- 
selves  record,  a^d  the  account  which  they  give  of  tbe 
conduct  of  the  apostles  in  divulging  this  doctrine  to 
the  Jews,  m^ake  it  highly  improbable  that  the  case 
should  have  been  as  in  general  terms  they  assert. 

They  furnish  as  particular  evidence  against  their  own 
general  testimony,  as  we  can  expect  to  find  at  this  di- 
stance of  time,  supposing  the  fact  to  have  been  the  re- 
verse of  what  they  assert ;  and  the  state  of  things  in 
after  times,  and  even  in  their  own,  was  such  as  can 
never  be  accounted  for,  agreeably  to  the  known  prin- 
ciples of  human  nature,  on  the  supposition  that  it  was 
originally  such  as  they  represent  it  to  be.  The  general 
prevalence  of  tbe  unitarian  doctrine  among  the  com- 
mon people  in  the  Gentile  world,  and  the  universal 
prevalence  of  it  among  the  Jews,  from  the  time  that 

*  Jones  on  the  Canon,  vol.  i.  p.  386^ 
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they  were  distinguished  by  the  name  of  Ebionites,  or 
Nazarenes  (which  was  immediately  after  the  age  of  the 
apostles),  is  totally  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  the  di- 
vinity of  Christ  having  been  the  universal  or  the  ge- 
neral opinion  in  the  time  of  the  apostles. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER    m. 

That  the  primitive  Umtariansrwere  not  considered  as 

Heretics. 
Dear  Sir, 

Among  the  extravagant  assertions^  as  you  call  them, 
of  D.  Zwicker,  and  which  you  say  were  adopted  by 
Episcopius,  you  mention,  p.  7,  that  of  "  the  opinion  of 
the  mere  humanity  of  Christ  having  prevailed  very  ge- 
nerally in  the  first  ages,  and  having  never  been  deemed 
heretical  by  the  fathers  of  -the  orthodox  persuasion,  at 
least  not  in  such  a  degree  as  to  exclude  them  from  the 
communion  of  the  church."  But  you  say  that  EpU 
scopius,  "  from  his  charitable  temper,  gave  easy  credit 
to  the  unitarian  writers,  when  they  represented  the  dif- 
ferences of  opinion  in  the  eirly  churches  as  much 
greater  than  ever  really  obtained^  and  the  tendeme^ 
for  sectaries  as  more  than  was  ever  practised.** 

If  I  was  disposed  to  copy  your  usual  language  to  me 
upon  this  occasion,  I  might  have  full  scope ;  as  what 
you  now  advance  is  the  very  reverse  of  the  fact ;  and 
how  you  came  to  misapprehend  so  plain  a  case,  con* 
ceming  which  I  believe  no  writers  of  ecclesiastical  his- 
tory ever  differed,  I  do  not  take  upon  me  to  say,  but 

d2 
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leave  others  to  judge.  That  there  were  as  proper  uni- 
tarians in  the  very  age  of  the  apostles,  as  any  who*  are 
so  termed  at  this  day  (myself  by  no  means  excepted), 
and  differing  as  much  from  what  is  now,  called  the  or- 
thodox faith,  I  will  venture  to  say  was  never  questioned ; 
and  that  these  ancient  unitarians  were  not  then  expelled 
from^  christian  societies  as  heretics,  is,  I  believe,  as  ge- 
nerally allowed.  It  was,  as  you  say,  acknowledged  by 
Episcopius  the  Arian,  and  it  is  likewise  allowed  by  Mos- 
heim  the  trinitarian,  who  says,  vol.  i,  p.  191,  "  How- 
ever ready  many  may  have  been  to  embrace  this  erro- 
neous doctrine,  it  does  not  appear  that  this  sect  formed 
to  themselves  a  separate  place  of  worship,  or  removed 
themselves  from  the  ordinary  assemblies  of  christians/' 
But  does  it  no(  also  follow  from  the  same  fact,  that 
these  unitarians  were  not  expelled  from  christian  so- 
cieties by  others,  as  they  certainly  would  have  been  if 
they  had  been  considered  as  heretics  ? 

At  the  same  time  the  Gnostics  were  in  a  very  dif- 
ferent predicament,  and  had  been  so  from  the  begin- 
ning. Mosheim  says,  vol,  i.  p.  108,  "  From  several 
passages  of  the  sacred  writings  it  evidently  appears, 
that  even  in  the  first  century  the  general  meetings  of 
christians  were  deserted,  and  separate  assemblies  form- 
ed, in  several  places,  by  persons  infected  with  the 
Gnostic  heresy ;  though,**  he  adds,  *'  this  sect  was 
not  conspicuous  for  its  numbers  or  reputation  before 
the.  time  of  Adrian.** 

''  Every  heretic,"  says  Jerom,  "  is  born  in  the 
church,  but  is  cast  out  of  the  church,  and  fights 
against  the  church*.''     Austin  says,  ^'  As  soon  as  any 

'  ^  Omnis  enim  hsereticus  nascitur  in  ecclesia,  sed  de  ecclesisi 
projicitur,  et  contendit  et  pugnat  contn^  parentem.  In  Jeren). 
xxii.  Vol.  iv.  p.  277.  -  - 
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htresf  existed,  it  separated  itself  from  the  Catholic 
church  *."  Tertullian  says,  "  If  they  be  heretics,  thiey 
cannot  be  christians  f." 

That  Tertullian  did  not  consider  unitarians  as  ex-* 
eluded  from  the  name  and  the  assemblies  of  christians, 
is  evident  from  what  he  says  concerning  the  apostles* 
creed,  the  several  articles  of  which,  as  it  stood  in  his' 
time,  he  recites ;  asserting  that  it  was  the  only  proper 
standard  of  faith,  and  that  the  church  admitted  of  a 
variety  of  opinions  in  other  respects. 

Kow  it  is  evident  that  no  article  in  that  creed  alludes 
to  the  opinions  of  the  unitarians^  but  only  to  those  of 
the  Gnostics.  This  was  the  oldest  formulary  of  chris* 
tian  faith,  and  what  was  taught  to  all  catechumens  he^ 
fore  baptism ;  and  additions  were  made  to  it  from  time 
to  time,  in  order  to  exclude  heretics.  This  creed  any 
tmitarian,  at  least  one  who  believed  the  miraculous  con« 
ception,  might  subscribe  in  the  time  of  Tertullian,  and 
therefore  could  not  then  have  been  deemed  a  heretic. 

*^  The  rule  of  faith,"  he  says,  "  is  only  one,  admit*  ^ 
ting  of  no  change  or  emendation^  requiring  us  to  be- 
lieve in  tme  God,  almighty,  the  maker  of  the  world ; 
and  in  his  son  Jesus  Christ,  bom  of  the  virgin  Mary, 

*  Statim  enim  unaquseque  haeresis  ut  existebat»  et  a  congre* 
gatione  Catholicas  comznunionis  exibat,  &c,  De  Baptismo,  con- 
tra Donatistasy  lib.  v.  cap.  19.  Vol.  vii.  p.  446. 

f  Si  enim  hxretici  sunt.  Christian!  esse  non  possant*  De 
Praescriptione  Haereticonim,  sect.xzxvii.  p.215. 

Tertullign,  in  his  treatise  De  Praescriptione  Haereticorum, 
makes  but  slight  mention  of  the  heresy  of  the  EbionikSt  and. 
when  he  gives  it  that  appellation,  he  makes  it  to  consist  in  the 
**  observance  and  defence  of  circumcision  and  the  law;"  and  yet 
he  represents  Hebion  as  comprised  under  the  description  of  ^«* 
tkbrist  by  St.  John,  p.  214?.  It  is  evident,  however,  from  his 
making  die  unitarians  to  be  the  greater  part  of  believers,  that,  in 
his  time,  they  were  not  considered  as  so  far  heretical^  or  anti' 
christian,  as  to  be  excluded  from  christian  churches. 
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crucified  under  Pontius  Pilate,  raised  from  the  dead  oir. 
the  third  day,  received  up  into  heaven,  now  sitting  at 
the  right  hand  of  the  Father,  and  who  will  come  again 
to  judge  the  living  and  the  dead,  even  by  the  resur- 
rection of  the  flesh.  This  law  of  faith  remaining, 
other  things,  being  matters  of  discipline  and  conduct, 
admit^  of  new  corrections,  the  grace  of  God  coppe- 
J^ting*."  ^    ^  • 

The  Ebionites,  being  Jews,  had  little  communication 
with  the  Gentiles,  and  therefore,  of  course,  held  sepa- 
rate assemblies ;  but  the  Alogi,  who  held  the  same  doc- 
trine among  the  Gentiles,  had  no  separate  assemblies^ 
but  worshipped  along  with  other  christians.  Indeed, 
their  having  no  general  distinct  name  before  the  time 
of  Epiptianius,  is  of  itself  a  proof  that  they  had  no 
separate  places  of  worship,  as  the  Gnostics  and  other 
heretics  had.  -  For,  had  they  been  distinguished  from 
other  christians  in  their  assemblies,  it  is  impossible  but 
they  must  have  been  distinguished  by  a  specific  name. 
They  had,  indeed,  in  particular  places,  names  given 
them  occasionally,  from  particular  persons,  who  distin* 
guisbed  themselves  by  the  defence  of  their  doctrines, 
^s  Artemonites,  Noetians,  &c.  but  the  general  body  of 
unitarians  among  the  Gentiles  had  no  name  given  them 
from  the  beginning  to  distinguish  them  from  other 

♦  Regula  qutdem  fidei  una  omnina  est,  sola,  imznobilTsy  et  iT" 
reforniaLpilisy  credendi  scilicet  in  unicum  deum,  omnipotentem,. 
mundi  con^torem,  et  filium  ejus  Jesum  Christtini,  natum  ex 
yirgine  Maria,  crucifixum  sub  rontio  Pilato,  tenia  die  resasci- 
tatuiii  a  xnortuis,  receptum  in  cselis,  sedentem  nunc  ad  dextram 
patris,  venturum  judicare  vivos  et  itiortuos,  per  carnis  etiam  re- 
sOrrectionem.  Hac  lege  fidei  manente,  caetera  Jam  disciplinae  et 
conversationis  admittunt  novitatem  correctionis,  operante  scilicet 
et  proficiente  usque  ad  finem  gratia  dei.  De  Virginibus  velandis> 
sect.  i.  p.  173. 
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christians,  till  the  attempt  made  by  Epiphanius  to  call 
them  Alogi.  In  controversy  they  sometimes  distin- 
guished themselves  by  the  name  of  Monarchists^  as 
holding  the  monarchy  or  supremacy  of  the  Father,  in 
opposition  to  those  who  maintained  the  divinity  of  the 
Son ;  but  this  was  only  an  occasional,  and  not  an  ori* 
ginal  or  permanent  appellation. 

All  therefore  that  Chrysostom  could  allege  in  proof 
of  himself  and  his  friends  being  of  the  orthodox  faith, 
and  no  heretics,  might  have  been  alleged  by  the  body 
of  unitarians  before  the  time  of  Theodotus.  Teaching 
unbelievers  how  to  distinguish  between  orthodox  chris- 
tians and  sectaries^  he  says,  ^'  They  have  some  persons 
by  whom  they  are  called.  According  to  the  name  of 
the  heresiarch,  so  is  the  sect ;  but  no  man  has  given 
us  a  name^  but  the  faith  itself.'^  Again  he  says,  ^*  Were 
we  ever  separated  from  the  church  ?  Have  we  here- 
siarchs  ?  Have  we  any  name  from  men,  as  Marcion 
gave  his  name  to  some,  Manichaeus  to  others,  and  Arius 
to  a  third  part  ? "  &c.  * 

All  this  agrees  remarkably  well  with  the  supposition, 
that  these  unitarians  were  originally  nothing  less  than 
the  whole  body  of  Christians,  and  that  the  trinitarians 
were  the  innovators;  appearing  at  first  modest  and 
candid,  as  was  natural  while  they  were  a  small  mino- 
rity, but  bold  •  and  imperious  when  they  became  the 
majority. 

*  Ex£ivo<  sx^\}ffi  riva;  a^  civ  xaX^vrrai,  avrou  fov  atpsffiap^ou 
AjXovon  ro  Q¥MJM,  Tcai  iycaarrj  aipga-if  oi^oiws.'  itap  ijfMv  ayyjf  p^ey 
^ittf  s$unuy  ijpy  oyofua,  ij  h  iCi<m$  aurij.  Chrysost.  in  Acta 
impost,  caj).  XV.  horn.  S3.  Vol.  viii.  p.  613. 
;  Mij  yoLp  'aire<r^t€r(Miai^i  BxxXrjo'tas'f  /xij  yap  alpso'iap^af  s^ofusy^ 
f/»rj  yap  iv"  evy^pwKujy  Ka,Xovf/.e^a ;  u.yj  yap  TTfoijyoujxevo;  -^fj^wy  ng 
acmv,  (atPiTip  tw  ^usv  Map%iwy,  rw  os  Mavf^afOf^  r^u  Se  ApBiog,  T<f» 
If  aMaf  ri$  atp§ffms  t^Xff^^ »  Ibid.  p.  661« 
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Jt  has  been  sufficiently  observed  with  what  respect 
Justin  Martyr  treats  the  ancient  unitarians,  evidently 
.showing  that  in  his  time  his  own  doctrine  stood  in  neec} 
of  an  apology.  There  are  two  passages  in  this  writer, 
in  which  he  speaks  of  heretics  with  great  indignation^ 
as  "  not  christians,  but  as  persons  whose  tenets  were 
absurd,  impious,  and  blasphemous,  with  v^hom  chris^ 
tians  held  no  communion;"  but  in  both  the  passages 
be  evidently  had  a  view  to  the  Gnostics  only^  denomi- 
nated from  the  name  of  their  teachers.  He  particu^ 
larly  mentions  the  "Marcionites,  the  Valentinians,  the 
Basilideans,  and  the  Satumianians."  He  says  ''  they 
blasphemed  the  maker  of  the  world,  and  the  God  of 
Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,*'  that  "  they  denied  the 
resurrection,  and  maintained  that  after  death  the  soul 
went  immediately  to  heaven*.'*     "  Do  not,'-  says  he^ 

■ '  *  'Eio'iy  ovv  xou  sysvovro,  ea  pXoi  avip^g,  itoXX^ii,  ol  aBea,  xai 
^Xa(F(fyil/.U  Xsysiy  xai  ifparteiv  BhSa^ony,  sy  ^voi^an  too  I^jtroy  ifpoa"" 
gXiovTss*  Koci  sKTiv  \}<p*  ij/^wv  oi/Ko  r)j^  ifpoccoyvfAias  twv  xv^^wv  s^ 
iiicnp  kyca(rrrj  ^i^a^yj  xa<  yvwfM}  rjp^ocro*^  (aXXo<  yap  xar^  aXKov 
rpoitov  /3Xa^^ij]X5/y  toy  leoiy^rrpf.  rwv  6\wv,  xai  rov  uir*  aurov  itpoft^^ 
'Tsvopusvoy  sXsvo'e<r6ai  X^icrrov,  xaf  rov  deov  A^pouip^,  xai  Itraax,  kou 
larcw^,  $i^ainiov(riv*  civ  ov^vi  xoiyafyovp^sv,  olyvcopi^oyrss  a^sovg  %ou 
a<rs^£i$  %ou  a^iTCOug  kou  .avo/xov;  avtovg  iKOL^yovtas t  km  cLvri  rov  rev 
Irjcovy  CfiffiVj  ovo^hOLti  pi/ivoy  o/^oAoygfV  KxiXpiorriavovs  kavrovg  Ae- 
yovtnv,  6v  rpoirov,  ol  ev  rots  sSveo't  to  ovopi^ct  rov  ^sov  eTCiyp(i(pov(ri  roig 
X^fpoifOtT^roiSf.  KOU  avofMis  koli  ad£Oi;  rsXsroLif  KOivovova-r)  koli  sia-iv 
avrcvy  ol  iasv  riveg  kolXov^voi  MupKiavoi,  ol  $s  OvaXsvriviavoii  ol  h 
BaciXiieayoi,  ol  ie  ^aropviXiavoi,  koli  aXKoi  aXXw  ovou,arif  amo  rov 
apx'iyirou  rrjs  yyopt^i^s  huttrros  oyou^a^opL^yof^  &c.  Dialog,  edit. 
Thirlby,  p.  ^208. 

HoXXovs  $*  au,  KOU  rwv  rrff  Ka&dpas  ^ou  ev<re^ov$  ovrwv  Xpiarrioc' 
vujy  yywp^yiS  rovro  pi^yi  yywpi^eiy,  soTj/Aaya  (Tok  rov$  yap  Xsyof/^eyovg 
l^ey  Xpi&riavovf,  ovrag  8e  abeov;,  Kai  acrstsis  alpBtnooragy  vfi  Kara 
irayra  fiXao'ipripiM,  kou  a^ea,  xai  avoy^ra  St^aan^vtrtv  s$y^X(vora  (roi, — 
E*  yap  Kai  avvs^aXers  vp^sig  ritri  XeyopiMBvois  Xpitmayoig,  Kat  rovr^ 
f>Mj  oiLoXoypviTiy ,  aXXa  xat  fiXa(r(prifji.ety  roXp^wtri  rov  ^sov  A^^aapi^, 
KOU  roy  bsoy  l<raaK,  Kai  rov  ^eov  laxo;?,  o»  xa<  Xsr/ovtri  |w.ij  Bivat 
ytsK^wy  avatrra&iv,  aXXa  ap*a  rw  air^vijtrxgiv  rag  ^e;%a^  avrwv 
avaXapt^^ayi&iai  si^  roy  ovpavoVf  p^yj  ditoXa^riTe  aorovg  Xpiorrtou^oug. 
Ibid,  p.  311. 
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*f  suppose  these  to  be  christians."  Had  he  con^dered 
the  unitarians^  with  whom  he  appears  to  have  been 
well  acquainted,  as  heretics,  would  he  not  have  men- 
tioned or  alluded  to  their  tenets  also  in  those  passages 
in  which  he  speaks,  and  pretty  largely,  of  the  Christian 
heretics  in  general  ?  It  is  impossible,  I  should  think,  to 
nrad  those  passages,  as  they  stand  in  the  original,  in« 
troduced  as  a  fulfilment  of  our  Saviour's  prophecy, 
that  there  should  be  false  Christs,  and  false  prophets, 
who  should  deceive  many,  and  not  be  satisfied  that 
(like  the  apostle  John)  Justin  Martyr  had  no  idea  of 
there  bemg  any  heretics  in  the  christian  church,  in  his 
time,  besides  the  Gnostics*. 

How  little  is  it  that  Irenaeus  says  of  the  Ebionites, 
and  with  how  little  severity,  in  his  large  treatise  con- 
cerning heresy !  It  is  Uttle  more  than  one  page  out  of 
four  hundred,  while  all  the  rest  is  employed  on  the 
diflferent  branches  of  Gnosticisms.  The  harshest  epi* 
thet  that  he  applies  to  them  is  that  of  vanij  which, 
considering  the  manner  of  the  ancients,  is  certainly 
very  moderate.  Fani  autem  et  Ebionai  f.  He  says, 
indeed  |,  that  "  God  will  judge  them,**  and  "  how  can 
they  be  saved,  if  it  be  not  God  that  worked  out  their 
salvation  upon  earth  ?"  But  this  is  no  sentence  of  dam- 
nation passed  upon  them  in  particular  for  holding  their 
doctrine,  but  an  argument  used  by  him  to  refute  them ; 
and  is  the  sanie  as  if  he  had  said.  Mankind  in  general 
could  not  be  saved,  if  Christ  had  not  been  God  as  well 
as  man. 

There  is  no  instance,  T  believe,  of  any  person  having 
been  excommunicated  for  being  an  unitarian  before 

♦  See  Dialog,  edit.  Thirlby,  p.  208,  pars  secunda,  p.  31 1. 
f  Lib.  5.  cap.  i,  p.  394.  %  Lib.  4".  cap.  lix.  p.  358. 
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Theodotus,  by  Victor  bishop  of  Rome,  the  same  that 
excommunicated  all  the  eastern  churches  because  they^ 
would  not  celebrate  Easter  on  the  day  that  he  pre- 
scribed. Whereas  had  the  universal  church  been  tri- 
nitarian  from  the  beginning,  would  not  the  first  unita- 
rians, the  first  broachers  of  a  doctrine  so  exceedingly 
offensive  to  them,  as  in  all  ages  it  has  ever  been^  have 
experienced  their  utmost  indignation,  and  have  been 
expelled  from  all  christian  societies  with  horror  ? 

What  makes  it  more  particularly  evident,  that  the 
doctrine  of  the  simple  humanity  of  Christ  was  not 
thought  deserving  of  excommunication  in  early  -times. 
Is,  that  though  the  Ebionites  were  anathemtatizedy  as 
Jerom  says,  or  excommunicated,  it  was  not  on  ac- 
count of  their  denying  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of. 
Christ,  but  only  on  account  of  their  rigid  observance 
of  the  Mosaic  law*.  Had  you.  Sir,  been  appointed  to 
draw  up  a  form  of  excommunication  for  Socinus,  would 
you  have  confined  your  charge  of  heresy  to  his  refus- 
ing to  baptize  infants,  or  his  maintaining  the  unlawful- 
ness of  bearing  arms  ?  The  principal  article  would  cer- 
tainly have  been  his  believing,  with  the  Ebionites,  that 
Christ  was  nothing  more  than  a  man. 

Such  a  doctrine  as  that  of  the  simple  humanity  of 
Christ,  in  a  church  universally  trinitarian,  must  neces- 
sarily have  given  greater  alarm,  ai^d  have  roused  the 
orthodox  to  exert  more  vigorous  measures  than  the 
same  doctrine  could  do  in  the  time  o£  Calvin,  when 
it  was  far  from  being  novel ;  and  yet  he,  though  ex- 

*  SI  hoc  verum  est,  in  Cherenti  et  Hebionis  haeresim  dilabi- 
xnur,  qui,  credentes  in  Christo,  propter  hoc  solum  a  patribus  ana** 
thematizati  sunt,  quod  legis  cxremonias  Christi  evangelio  nii$- 
cuerunt,  et  sic  nova  confessi  sunt  ut  Vetera  non  amitteretit.  Hie- 
ronymus  Augustino,  Ep.  89.  vol.  i.  p.  634. 
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posed  to  persecution  himself,  thought  it  to  be  a  crime 
for  which  burning  alive  was  no  more  than  an  adequate 
punishment ;  and  almost  all  the  christian  world  justi* 
fied  his  using  that  rigour  with  respect^  to  Servetus. 
Now,  since  the  minds  of  men  are  in  all  ages  similarly- 
affected  in  similar  circumstanceis,  we  may  conclude, 
that  the  unitarian  doctrine,  which  was  treated  with  so 
much  respect  when  it  was  first  mentioned,  was  in  a 
very  diflPerent  predicament  then,  from  what  it  was  at  the 
time  of  the  Reformation.  The  difference  of  majority 
and  minority^  and  nothing  else,  can  account  foi*  this 
difference  of  treatment. 

You  will  say,  if  the  great  majority  of  christians  in 
early  times  were  unitarians,  why  did  not  they  excom- 
municate the  innovating  trinitarians  ?  I  answer,  that 
the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  was  not,  in  its  origin,  such 
as  could  give  much  alarm^  as  I  have  explained  in  my 
Reply  to  the  Monthly  Reviewers,  p.  1 1 ;  and  before  it 
became  very  formidable  there  was  a  great  majority  4)f 
the  learned  and  philosophizing  clergy  on  its  side« 
However,  that  it  did  give  very  great  alarm,  as  it  b^- 
gan  to  unfold  itself^  I  have  brought  undeniable  evi- 
dence. 

What  words,  in  any  language,  can  express  more 
alarm  or  dislike  than  expavescere  and  scandalizare,  by 
which  Tertullian  describes  their  feelings  on  this  sub- 
ject? And  Origen  has  some  equally  strong  in  Greek,  as 
Tc^octra-stvy  &c.  Had  the  unitarians  in  those  times  beeti 
writers^  we  should  probably  have  heard  more  of  their 
complaints.  At  present  w,e  know  nothing  of  them  be- 
sides what  we  are  able  to  collect  concerning  them  from 
their  adversaries,  who  thought  it  necessary  to  make 
frequent  apologies  to  them. 
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On  the  other  hand,  there  is  indisptitable  evidence 
that  the  unitarian  doctrine,  and  even  in  its  most  ob- 
noxious form,  existed  in  the  very  time  of  the  apostles. 
The  Jewish  christians  in  general,  not  only  thought  that 
Christ  was  a  mere  mauy  but  even  that  he  was  the  son 
of  Joseph  ;  and  the  gradation  that  you  speak  of,  from 
the  doctrine  of  the  Ebionites  in  the  time  of  St.  John, 
to  that  of  Theodotus  in  the  time  of  Victor,  has  no  ex- 
,  istence  but  in  your  own  single  imagination.  And  yet 
these  unitarians  were  respected,  and  not  expelled  from 
christian  societies,  by  the  orthodox  of  that  age.  Ex- 
plain this  fact,  in  consistence  with  their  not  being  the 
majority  of  christians,  if  you  can. 

-  At  this  day,  as  the  unitarian  doctrine  happaly  gains ' 
ground  among  christians,  the  horror  with  which  it  has 
been  considered  is  manifestly  very  much  abated.  Tour* 
treatment  of  me,  and  of  all  who  hold  the  same  opinion, 
is  rather  extraordinary,  considering  the  times  in  which 
we  live;  but  it  is  mild  and  moderate  compared  with 
the  usual  treatment  of  the  same  doctrine,  even  in  this 
tolerant  country,  a  hundred,  or  even  fifty  years  ago. 

-  At  the  time  of  the  Revolution  it  was  made  blasphemy 
by  act  of  parliament  openly  to  avow  what  I  now  openly 
defend^  and  was  punishable  with  confiscation  of  goods 
and  imprisonment  for  life,  if  persisted  in ;  and  the  law 
still  remains  unrepealed.  But  it  is  seen  to  be  so  arbi- 
trary and  unjust,  (as  directed  against  those  who  con- 
scientiously believe  in  one  God  only,  without  acknow- 
ledging three  persons  to  be  that  one  God, )  that  no  one 
dares  to  put  it  in  execution ;  and  the  state,  I  am  confi- 
dent, only  waits  for  that  application  which,  I  trust,  will 
be  made  to  relieve  them,  and  to  wipe  off  such  a  dis- 
grace from  our  statutes. 
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LETTER   IV. 

Of  the  Inference  that  may  he  drawn  from  the  Passage 
ofjithanasiusy  concerning  the  Opinion  of  the  early 
Jewish  Christians  relating  to  Christy 

•  ■  . 

Dear  Sir, 

As  one  argument  that  the  primitive  church  of  Jeru- 
salem was  properly  unitarian^  maintaining  the  simple 
humanity  of  Christ,  I  observed,  that  "  Athana^ius 
himself  was  so  far  from  denying  It,  that  he  endeavoured 
to  account  for  it  by  saying  that  all  the  Jews  were  so 
firmly  persuaded  that  their  Messiah  was  to  be  nothing 
more  than  a  man  like  themselves,  that  the  apostles 
were  obliged  to  use  great  caution  in  divulging  the  doc« 
trine  of  the  proper  divinity  of  Christ." 

This  I  maintain  to  be  a  short  but  true  state  of  the 
case.  Athanasius  both  expressly  allowed  that  the  Jewish 
christians  were  at  first  of  the  opinion  that  Christ  was 
no  more  than  a  man ;  and  he  accounts  for  the  apostles 
conniving  at  it,  without  saying  how  long  that  prudent 
connivance  continued.  In  my  Appendix  you  will  find 
a  somewhat  fuller  state  of  the  argument.  I  shall  now 
distinctly  consider  all  that  you  have  advanced  to  inva- 
lidate the  inference  that  I  have  made  from  this  remark* 
able  passage.  I  shall  afterwards  show  that  it  was  not 
Athanasius  only,  but  Chrysostom  also ;  and,  as  he  says, 
iihe. ancients,  and  the  most  distinguished  fathers  ^qf  the 
churchy  who  gave  the  same  representation  of  the  state 
of  things  in  the  apostolical  age. 

You  say,  p.  22,  that  Athanasius  is  here  speaking  of 
the  unbelieving  Jew$.  The  expression  is  oi  lote  lovlaw^ 
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the  Jews  of  that  age ;  which  includes  both  the  be- 
Ueving  and  unbelieving  Jews.  Had  he  been  speaking  - 
of  the  Jews  of  his  own  time,  it  would,  I  own,  have 
been  probable  that  he  meant  the  unbelieving  Jews ; 
but  speaking)  as  he  does,  of  the  Jews  at  the  very  first 
promulgation  of  Christianity  among  them,  it  is  most 
natural  to  suppose  that  he  meant  all  the  Jews.  Paul, 
long  after  his  conversion  to  Christianity,  called  himself 
a  Jew.  However,  it  will  be  sufficiently  evident  from, 
the  whole  tenor  of  the  passage,  that  he  must  have 
meant  the  believing  Jews  principally,  and  in  some  re- . 
spects  the  believing  Jews  only,  exclusive  of  the  unbe- 
lieving ones.  And  in  this  construction  of  the  passage 
I  am  by  no  means  singular,  but  have  the  sanction  of 
trinitarians  themselves. 

But  admitting  that  the  Jews  here  meant  were  unbe- 
lieving Jews,  they  were  such  as  the  apostles  wished  to 
convert  to  Christianity,  and  many  of  them  soon  became 
christians.  How  the  apostles  conducted  themselves 
with  i*espect  to  these  men,  first  unbelieving  and  then 
"believing  Jews,  Athanasius  thus  informs  us!.  Out 
readers  may  judge  of  the  fidelity  of  the  translation  by 
consulting  the  original  in  the  margin ;  and  as  I  oiily 
abridged  the  passage  before,  I  shall  now  give  a  larger 
portion  of  it  at  full  length,  for  the  whole  is  much  too 
large  to  transcribe  *.     "  Will  they  affirm  that  the 

•  Ov6sv  yap  avrois  aroXjxijrov,  &fi  kou  avroi  o*  airocrr'oXoi  Ta  Apeioo 
sp^ovovy,  ay^pujiroy  yap  aurov  airo  Na^apsr;  xm  irxiiyriy  rov  Xworov 
airayysXXoviriv,  sx£tvajv  rotyvy  roiOAtra  payra^OfJi^syouy,  ap  gffgioij  ru^ 
fYi[Mi,(ri  tovrcii  gp^ij(rayro,  /xovov  ay^pujirov  rfincay  roy  X^*arov  ci 
^irootoXoit  xai  vAeov  ovhy ;  firj  ysvotro'  oux  £0Y<y  ovh  etf  yovy  ir^t 
rovro  XaSsiy  aXXa  kcu  rouro  (is  ap^iteKroyes  co^oi,  xa<  otxovojxos 
yjjvm^piwy  ^scu  ^eirciijxao'i  *  xat  ti^  airiav  b^ovo-iv  suXoydv*  sTreiii^ 
yap  Ci  rors  lot/laMt  leXcenjieyrss  re  mu  itXamja'avrBs  *K)i\^yag^  £vo- 
pf^ov  rov  ^picr^y  ^iXov  ayipwitov,  /xovov  ex  citepfAaros  ^aM  sp" 
^6ffiai,  xaf  i/xo)onjra  twy  bk  tou  ^aCi^  aXXm  yiyo^i^ywv  rsXKOFy* 
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dpostles  held  the  doctrine  of  Arius,  because  they  say 
that  Christ  was  a  man  of  Nazareth,  and  suffered  on 
the  cross  ?  Or,  because  they  used  these  words,  were  the 
apostles  of  opinion  that  Christ  Was  only  a  man,  and 
nothing  else  ?  By  no  means :  this  is  not  to  be  ima« 
gined.  But  this  they  did  as  wise  master  builders  and 
stewards  of  the  mysteries  of  God ;  and  they  had  this 
specious  pretence  for  it.  For  the  Jews  of  that  age, 
being  deceived  themselves,  and  having  deceived  the 
Gentiles,  thought  that  Christ  was  a  mere  man,  only 
that  he  came  of  the  seed  of  David,  resembling  other 
descendants  of  David,  and  did  not  believe  either  that 
he  was  God,  or  that  the  word  was  made  flesh.  On  this 
account  the  blessed  apostles,  with  great  prudence^  in 
the  first  place,  taught  what  related  to  the  humanity  of 
our  Saviour  to  the  Jews  j  that  having  fully  persuaded 
them,  from  his  miraculous  works,  that  Christ  was  come, 
they  might  afterwards  bring  them  to  the  belief  of  his 
divinity,  showing  that  his  works  were  not  those  of  a 
man,  but  of  God.  For  example,  Peter  having  said 
that  Christ  was  a  man  who  had  suffered,  immediately 
added,  he  is  the  prince  of  life.  In  the  gospel  he  con- 
fesses. Thou  art  the  Christ,  the  son  of  the  living  God  ; 
and  in  his  epistle  he  calls  him  the  bishop  of  souls.'* 

Here,  1  think,  are  sufficient  marks  of  great  caution^ 
and  of  the  apostles  leading  their  converts  to  the  know- 

COT'S  Ss  ^sQv  avtoy,  ovBs  on  Xoyo^  cap^  sysysro  e^tiarrsvov,  tovtou 
IvBKOL,  fjLBra  's^oWtjs  r7j$  (Tvyscrstvs  ol  iJi.aKapioi  aTfoa-roXoi  ra  avfl/ow* 
Ttiva  rou  (Twrripos  gfijyouyro  itpun'oy  toi$  lov^xioig,  ly*  hXws  ntsi^ 
ira,m$  avrovg,  srt  'twy  faiyOfMyujy  hou  yeyopi^eycvv  (rrjfj^iwy,  sXtjXv* 
Beyai  roy  Xf  i<rroy,  Xoiirov  xa<  us  rr^y  itspi  nj^  ^gonjro;  ayrou  itiariy^ 
avtovs  ayayccyuxn,  Ssinwytes  ori  ra  yevo/xfiva  Bpya,  ovk  eo'Tiy  av- 
ipayjtov,  aWa  deou.  ap^sKsi  Hsrpos  o  Xsycay  ayopa,  iraflijroy  rov 
XpioTov,  BD^vg  o-vyryffrey  Ovros  afvijyoj  njs  tw^;  eariy,  &c.  &c.  Dt 
Sententia  iDionysii,  Athanasii  Operas  Vol.  i.  p,  55"^^  554.  edl^ 
Colon.  1686. 
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ledge  of  the  divinity  of  Christ,  by  very  distant  and  un- 
certain  fn/6rewce J  indeed,  such  as  Jews,  so  previously 
persuaded  as  he  represents  them  to  have  been,  of  the 
simple  humanity  of  their  Mesaah,  would  not  very 
readily  understand. 

Now  if  this  caution  was  requisite  in  the  first  instance, 
and  with  respect  to  the  first  converts  that  the  apostles 
made,  it  was  equally  requisite  with  respect  to  the  rest, 
at  least  for  the  sake  of  others  who  were  not  yet  con- 
verted ;  unless  the  first  should  have  been  enjoined  se- 
crecy on  that  head.  For  whenever  it  had  been  known 
that  the  apostles  were  preaching  not  such  a  Messiah  as 
they  Expected,  viz.  a  man  like  themselves^  but  the 
eternal  God^  the  diflference  was  so  great,  that  a  general 
alarm  must  have  been  spread,  and  the  conversion  of 
the  rest  of  the  Jews  (-to  a  doctrine  which  must  have 
appeared  so  highly  improbable  to  them)  must  have 
been  impeded.  We  may  therefore  presume  that  the 
apostles  must  have  connived  at  this  state  of  ignorance, 
concerning  the  divinity  of  Christ,  in  their  Jewish  con- 
verts, till  there  was  little  hope  of  making  any  further 
converts  among  the  Jews,  and  till  the  gospel  began  to 
be  preached  to  the  Gentiles. 

Indeed,  this  must  have  been  the  case,  according  to 
Athanasius's  own  account.  For  he  says  that  these  Jews, 
being  in  an  error  themselves,  led  the  Gentiles  into  the 
same  error.  For  your  notion,  that  by  Gentiles  our  aU" 
thor  here  meant  proselytes  of  the  gale,  is  altogether 
arbitrary  and  improbable.  Nay,  the  very  existence  o? 
these  proselytes  of  the  gate,  you  must  know,  has  been 
questioned,  and  I  think  fully  disproved  by  Dr.  Lardner 
and  others.  Besides,  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the 
doctrine  of  a  Messiah  could  have  beea  very  interesting 
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to  any  besides  native  Je^s,  or^  at  the  most,  those  that 
were  complete  proselytes;  whereas  to  the  Gentile  chri^ 
tians  it  was  a  matter  of  the  greatest  moment.  By  these 
Gentiles,  therefore,  I  conclude  that  Athanasius  must 
have  meant  christian  Gentiles^  and  consequently  that 
by  the  Jews  ,who  led  them  into  that  mistake,  he  meant 
the  believing  and  not  the  unbelieving  Jews.  The 
learned  Beausobre,  a  trinitarian,  and  therefore  an  un- 
exceptionable judge  in  this  ca$e,  quoting  this  very  pa^ 
sage,  does  not  hesitate  to  pronounce  that  they  wei^e  be- 
lieving Jews  who  Were  intended  by  the  writer.  ^^  Ces 
Juifs,"  he  says,  '*  ne  sont  pas  les  Juifs  incr^dules,  mais 
ceux  qui  faisoient  profesaon  du  christiantsme  *•** 

What  I  have  respect  to  in  this  passage,  is  the  ob* 
vious  general  tenor  and  spirit  of  it,  and  not  particular 
Words  or  phrases ;  or  I  might  observe,  that  the  verbs 
in  that  part  of  the  passage  which  mentions  Christ  being 
come  of  ike  seed  of  David,  and  the  word  being  made 
Jleshj  are  not  in  xhe  future  tense,  and  therefore  do  not 
naturally  refer  to  the  Messiah  in  general,  who,  was  to 
come,  but  to  a  person  who  was  actually  come,  that  is, 
to  Jesus  Christ  in  particular.  The  Latin  translator 
of  Athanasius,  a  catholic,  and  certainly  no  unitarian, 
had  so  little  suspicion  of  any  other  meaning,  that  he 
r^iklers  rov  Xp/o-rov  in  this  place  by  Jesum;  so  that  I 
am  far  from  being  singular,  or  particularly  biassed  by 
my  own  opinions^  in  my  construction  of  this  passage. 

Supposing,  however,  not  only  the  proselytes  of  the 
gate,  but  the  whole  body  of  the  Gentiles  (little  as  they 
were  concerned  in  the  question)  to  have  beai  pre- 
viously taught  by  the  Jews  that  their  Messiah,  wh^- 

♦  Histonre  de  Mantcheisme»  yoL  li,  p»  517. 
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ever  he  should  come,  would  be  nothing  more  than  a 
man ;  if  this  was  an  opinion  that  they  were  as  fully 
persuaded  of  as  Athanasius  represents  the  Jews,  their 
teachers,  to  have  been,  the  same  caution  must  have 
been  as  necessary  with  respect  to  them  as  with  respect 
to  the.  Jews  themselves,  and  for  the  same  reason. 

Athanasius  must,  therefore,  be  understood  to  say 
that  the  Jewish  converts,  while, (through  the  caution  of 
the  apostles)  they  were  ignorant  of  the  divinity  of 
Christ,  preached  the  gospel  in  that  state  to  the  Gen- 
til^.  And  as  he  speaks  of  Gentiles  in  general y  and 
without  any  respect  to  time,  and  also  of  their  being 
actually  brdught  over  to  that  belief,  it  is  impossible 
not  to  understand  him  of  this  caution  being  continued 
till  the  gospel  had  been  fully  preached  to  the  Gentiles 
as  well  as  the  Jews.  Besides,  one  of  the  instances  that 
Athanasius  here  gives  of  the  preaching  of  the  simple 
humanity  of  Christ,  is  taken  from  the  discourse  of  the 
apostle  Paul  at  Athens,  which  was  about  the  year  53 
after  Christ ;  and  indeed  at  this  time  the  gospel  had 
not  been  preached  to  any  great  extent  among  the  Gen- 
tiles. For  it  was  on  this  very  journey  that  this  apostle 
first  preached  the  gospel  in  Macedonia  and  Greece. 

If^  according  to  Athanasius,  the  apostolical  reserve 
with  respect  to  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ 
continued  till  this  time  (and  he  says  nothing  concern- 
ing the  termination  of  it),  we  may  presume  that  this 
great  doctrine,  supposing  it  to  have  been  known  to  the 
apostles,  had  not  been  publicly  taught  by  them  till  very 
near  the  time  of  their  dispersion  and  death ;  and  then 
f  think  it  must  have  come  too  late  even  from  them. 
For  it  appears  from  the  book  of  Acts,  that  their  mere 
authority  was  not  sufficient  to  overbear  the  prejudices 
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of  thdr  eountrymen.  At  least,  such  an  extraordinary 
communication  of  a  doctrine  of  which  they  had  no 
conception  must  have  occasioned  such  ah  alarm  and 
consternation  as  we  must  have  found  some  traces  of  in 
the  history  of  the  Acts  of  the  apostles.  It  could  not 
have  been  received  without  hesitation  and  debate. 

If  we  can  suppose  that  the  apostles,  some  time  be* 
fore  their  death,  did  communicate  this  great  and  un«> 
expected  doctrine^  the  effects  of  such  communication 
must  have  been  very  transient.  For,  presently  after  the 
death  of  the  apostles,  we  find  all  the  Jewish  christians 
distinguished  by  the  name  of  Nazarenes  or  Ebionites^. 
and  no  trace  of  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ 
among  them.  If  you  can  produce  any  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  I  hope  you  will  do  it.  It  certainly  behoves 
you  to  do  it  if  you  can ;  for  without  this  you  will 
hardly  make  it  appear  probable  that  the  apostles  ever 
communicated  such  a  doctrine  at  all. 

You  say,  p.  25,  *^  With  what  readiness  the  apostles 
led  their  catechumens  on  from  the  simplest  principles  to 
the  highest  mysteries ;  of  this  consummate  ability  of 
the  apostles,  in  th6  capacity  of  teachers,  Athanasius 
speaks  with  due  commendation.  Their  caution  he 
never  mentions.  On  the  contrary,  the  rapid  progress 
of  their  instruction,  how  they  passed  at  once  from  the 
detail  of  our  Lord's  life  on  earth,  to  the  mystery  of  his  ^ 
Godhead,  is  one  principal  branch  of  his  encomium.  I 
wish  that  Dr.  Priestley  had  produced  the  passage  ia 
which  be  thinks  the  apostles  are  tsiated  with  caution.'* 

I  now  have  produced  the  passage,  and  have  pointed 
out  a  wqrd^  viz.  avntng^  which,  in  the  connexion  in 
which  it  stands,  can  bear  no  other  sense  than  caution^ 
and  great  caution  {y^ru  TroKKvig  ovna-M^)  \  and  I  have 

sS 
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likewise  shown,  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the  disdodrset^ 
that  Athanasius  could  have  intended  nothing  else  than 
to  describe  their  prudence  or  extreme  caution,  and  to 
account  for  it.  He  evidently  does  not  represent  them 
as  deferring  the  communication  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
divinity  of  Christ,  on  account  of  its  being  more  con- 
veniently taught  afterwards^  as  part  of  a  system  of 
faith,  but  only  lest  it  should  have  given  offence  to  the 
Jews.  If  this  skill  or  prudence^  in  these  circumstances, 
be  not  the  same  thing  with  caution^  I  do  not  know 
what  is  meant  by  caution.- 

On  the  other  hand,  I  find  no  trace  of  rapidity  hi 
this  account  of  the  apostles'  conduct.  All  that  ap- 
proaches to  it  is,  that,  immediately  after  any  mentioa 
of  the  humanity  of  Christ,  (which  he  speaks  of  as  ne» 
cessary  on  account  of  the  Jewish  prejudices^)  he  say^ 
the  apostles  subjoin  some  expression  which  might  have 
led  their  hearers  to  the  knowledge  of  his  divinity;  but 
the  instances  he  produces  are  such  as  plsunly  confute 
any  pretensions  to  their  being  a  distinct  zadjull  de- 
claration of  that  doctrine. 

The  first  instance  he  gives  us  is  from  the  speech  of 
Peter  to  the  Jews  on  the  day  of  Bentecost^  in  which  he 
says.  Acts  ii.  22«  Ye  men  of  Israel,  hear  these  words > 
Jesus  of  Nazareth^  a  man  apprx^ed  of  God  among 
you^  by  miracles  and  wonders  md  signs^  which  God 
did  by  him  in  the  midst  of  you^  as  ye  yourselves  also 
know*  In  this  Athanasius  acknowledges  that  Peter 
preached  the  proper  humanity  of  Christ,  but  says 
that  immediately  ^er^rzrd^  (r^emag  to  his  discourse 
on  the  core  of  the  lame  mau  in  the  t^nple)  he  called 
him  the  prince  of  life^  Acts  iii.  15*.  jind' killed  tie 
prince  of  life^  whom  God  hath  raised  from  the  deadL 
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Had  the  apostle  meant  that  his  audience  should  have 
understood  him  as  referring  to  the  divinity  of  Christ 
by  that  expression,  his  prudence  must  have  lasted  but 
a  very  short  time  indeed ;  probably  not  many  days* 
If,  therefore,  his  intention  was,  as  Athahasius  repre- 
sents it,  to  preach  the  doctrine  of  the  humanity  of 
Christ  in  the^rH  place,  and  not  to  divulge  the  doc- 
trine of  his  divinity  till  they  vrtttjirmly  persuaded  of 
his  Messiahshipy  he  could  not  mean  to  allude  to  hit^ 
divinity  in  this  speech,  which  was  addressed  not  to  th# 
believing  but  to  the  unbelieving  Jews*  At  least  he 
could  only  have  thought  of  doing  it  in  such  a  manner 
as  that  his  hearers  might  afterwards  infer  the  doctrine 
from  it*  And  it  must  have  required  great  mgenuity^ 
and  ev^n  a  strong  prepossession  in  favour  of  the  divi- 
nity of  Christy  (the  reverse  of  which  this. writer  ac- 
knowledges,) to  imagine  that  this  expression  of  prince 
of  lifey  which  so  easily  admits  of  another  interpreta- 
tion, had  any  such  reference.  Moreover,  in  all  the  in-» 
stances  which  Athanasius  produces  concerning  the  con- 
duct of  the  apostles  in  this  respect,  from  the  book  of 
Acts,  he  does  not  pretend  to  find  one  in  which  th« 
divinity^  of  Christ  is  distinctly  preached,  though  he 
quotes  four  passages  in  which  his  humanity  is  plainly 
#poken  of. 

When  all  these  things  are  considered,  viz.  that  Atha- 
nasius acknowledged  that  it  required  great  caution  in 
the  apostles  to  divulge,  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of 
Christ,  and  that  the  gospel  was  preached  with. success 
among  the  Gentiles  while  the  Jews  were  ignorant  of  it  j 
it  can  hardly  be  doubted  but  that  he  must  himself  have 
considered  the  Christian  church  in  general  as  unitariaa 
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in  the  time  of  the  apostles,  at  least  till  near  the  time  of 
their  dispersion  and  death*. 

# 

With  respect  to  Athanasius's  declared  opinion  on 
this  subject,  you  say,  p.  21,  "  Now  in  this  piece  upon 
the  orthodoxy  of  Dionysius,  Athanasius  no  where,  I 
confess,  denies  that  the  primitive  church  of  Jerusalem 
was  unitarian ;  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  do  I  recollect 
that  br.  Priestley  hath  asserted  it  in  any  part  of  his 
History  of  Electricity."  Whether  in  my  History  of 
Electricity,  or  in  this  piece  of  Athanasius,  in  which  he 
gives  a  large  account  of  the  conduct  of  the  apostles 
with  respect  to  their  preaching  the  divinity  df  Christ, 
an  account  of  the  actual  effect  of  such  preaching  might 
be  more  naturally  expected,  I  leave  to  our  readers.  I 
should  have  thought  that,  if  Athanasius  could  have 
added,  that,  notwithstanding  their  caution  in  preaching 
this  extraordinary  doctrine,  against  which  he  acknow- 
ledges the  Jews  had  the  strongest  prejudices,  they-  ne- 
vertheless did  preach  it  with  eflFect,  and  that  it  was  the 
general  belief  of  the  Jewish  christians  in  their  time,  he 
would  not  have  thought  it  at  all  foreign  to  his  purpose. 
It  would  certainly  have  favoured  his  great  object  in 
writing  this  piece,  viz.  the  vindication  of  Dionysius  in 
using  a  like  caution  with  respect  to  the  Sabellians,  to ' 
have  added,  that  this  prudence  or  caudon  was  not,  in 

*  According  to  Athana§i|is,  the  Jews  were  to  be  well  ground? 
.ed  in  the  belief  of  Jesus  being  the  Christ,  before  they  could  be 
taught  the  doctrine  of  his  divinity.  Now  if  we  look  into  the 
book  of  Acts,  we  shall  clearly  see  that  they  had  not  got  beyond 
the  first  lesson  in  the  apostolic  age ;  the  great  burden  of  the 
preaching  of  the  apostles  being  to  persuade  the  Jews  that  Jesus 
was  the  Christ*  That  he  was  likewise  God,  they  evidently  left  to 
their  successors  ;  who,  indeed,  did  it  most  effectually*  though  it 
required  a  long  course  of  time  to  do  iti 
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either  of  the  two  cases^  finally  detrimental  to  the  cause 
of  truth.  I  therefore  consider  the  silence  of  Athanasius 
on  this  head  as  a  negative  argument  of  some  weight ; 
and  upon  the  whole  I  think  I  have  made  it  appear  that 
Athanasius  must  have  supposed  that  both  the  Jewish 
and  Gentile  churches  were  unitarian  in  the  time  of  the 
apostles,  at  least  he  enables  us  to  infer  that  it  must 
Jiave  been  so  i  anfi  this  is  quite  sufficient  for  my  argu- 
ment. 

That  Athanasius,  however,  should  actually  consider 
die  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  as  for  some  tifne 
unknown  to  the  generality  of  christians,  in  the  age  of 
the  apostles,  will  be  thought  the  less  extraordinary, 
when  it  is  observed  that^  like  TertuUiah,  he  acknow- 
ledged the  unitarian  doctrine  to  be  very  prevalent 
among  the  lower  class  of  people  in  hk  own  time.  He 
calls  them  the  ot  TroXXoiy  the  many,  and  describes  them 
as  persdns  of  ^'  low  understanding.  Thmgs  that  are 
sublime  and  difficult,''  he  says,  ''  are  not  to  be  appre- 
hended except  by  faith;  and  ignorant  people  must  fall^ 
if  they  cannot  be  persuaded  to  rest  in  faith,  and  avoid 
curious  questions*.'* 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,  but  that  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity  was  a  long  time  very  unpopular  with 
the  common  people  among  christians ;  and  this  is  a 
fact  that  cannot  be  satisfactorily  accounted  for,  but  on 

"fwv  avroov  /BXaff-^ijpotfv  fiXaitrova'a  rouf  itoXkovg*  iJi^aXicrra  ravs 
TiXxrrwij^svovs  'ffepi  rrjv  avvea-iv.  ,Ta  yap  fisy^^^  ^^  Sucrnara' 
XrjTircc  rwK  nepayyMfuiv  marsi  fri  irf o^  toy  Sspv  Xafji^^avstat.  *0&6V 
•^  ^€pi  ryjv  yvojcriv  a^vvoitourrss  aifvieifttovtrtyf  bi  fji,ri  ifsi$Bi$v  bj/^iuB" 
Y£w  rri  iriargi,  xa«  ras  irspisgyovs  ^ijnjVwf  tHXps^Bordcu,  De  Incar- 
natione  Verbis  conora  Paulum  Saznos»teiisem»  Aihanasii  Opcra^ 
▼ol.i.p.591. 
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the  suppo^don  that  the  doctrine  of  the  ample  hutna- 
nity  of  Christ  was  that  which  had  been  handed  down 
to  them  by  tradition  from  the  apostles.  It  was  not  the 
dottrine  of  Arius  that  Athanasius  is  here  con^plaming 
of,  but  that  of  Paulus  Samosatensis^  whawas  a  proper 
unitarian,  believing  that  Christ  had  no  existaice  before 
he  was  bom  of  his  mother  Mary.  The  great  popula- 
rity of  Photinus,  at  and  after  this  %me,  shows  with 
what  difficulty  the  common  people  were  brought  off 
from  this  doctrine }  and  also  the  confession  of  Austin, 
that  he  was  of  that  opinion  tUl  he  became  acquainted 
with  the  writings  of  Plato. 

It  is  not  from  Athanasius  alone  that  we  are  informed 
of  this  cautious  proceeding  of  the  apostles  in  divulging 
the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ.  Chrysostom 
ascribes  the  same  caution  both  to  Christ  himself  and 
the  apostles.  ^*  One  reason,"  he  says,  **  why  Christ 
said  so  little  of  his  own  divinity,  was  on  account  of  the 
weakness  of  his  auditors.  Whenever  he  spake  of  him^ 
self  as  any  thing  more  than  man,  they  were  tumultuous 
and  offended ;  but  when  he  spake  with  humility,  and 
as  a  man,  they  ran  to  him  and  received  his  words*." 
Of  this  he  gives  many  examples.  *'  Our  Saviour," 
he  says,  ^'  never  taught  his  own  divinity  in  express 
words^  but  only  by  actions,  leaving  the  fuller  explica* 
tion  of  it  to  his  disciples.  If,"  says  he,  "  they  (mean- 
ing  the  Jews)  were  so  much  offended  at  the  addition  of 
andjll^er  law  to  their  former,  much  more  must  they 
I^D^  1>een  with  the  doctrine  of  his  divinity  f." 

$<rKoaf$oL\i^(fvrr  si  h  ti  itotB  taitsmv,  xeu  aftpwieivw,  Ttpoa-etps^^ft, 
xai  foy  Xovov  Bh^oyro*    Qirysost.  HomU.  32.  vol.  i.  p.  4^09. 
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Chrysostom  ascribes  the  same  caution  to  the  apostles 
on  this  subject.  He  says  that  they  conceded  the  doc« 
trine  of  the  miraculous  conception  on  account  of  the 
incredulity  of  the  Jews  with  respect  to  it;  and  that 
when  they  began  to  preach  the  gospel^  they  indsted 
chiefly  on  the  resurrection  of  Christ  *•  With  respect 
to  the  former,  (and  the  same  may  no  doubt  be  applied 
to  the  latter,). he  says  he  did  not  give  *^  his  own  opinion 
only,  but  that  which  came  by  tradition  from  the  b^ 
thers  and  eminent  men.  He  therefore  would  not  have 
his  hearers  to  be  alarmed,  or  think  his  account  of  it 
extraordinary  t/' 

Thus,  he  says,  that  ^^  it  was  not  to  give  offence  to 
the  Jews  that  Peter,  in  his  first  speech  to  them,  did  not 
say  that  Chrisi  did  the  wonderful  works  of  which  he 
spake,  but  that  God  did  them  by  him ;  that  by  speak* 
ing  more  modestly  he  might  conciliate  them  to  him- 
self  J."  The  same  caution  he  attributes  to  him,  in 
^^  not  sayfaig  that  Christ  but  that  God  spake  by  the 
mouth  of  his  holy  prophets,  that  by  these  means  he 
might  bring  them  padually  to  the  faith  §  /' 

I  cannot  help  observing  how  extremely  iinprobable 
is  this  account  of  the  conduct  of  the  apostles  given  by 

verou  irafws  ntai^BVwv.    Ei  yxp  {  tw  yoftou  tpo^-hiKtj  to^or^p 

caput  Matt.  v.  Horn.  16.  vol.  vii.  p.  154. 
*  Matt.  cap.  i.  Hom.  3.  voV  vii.  p.  20. 

f  AWa  |*ij  boputsiffis  lepof  to  itapa^o^oy  row  Xgyojxevoy.  ov  h 
yap  sfiog  i  \oyos,  oXXa  itarspay  r^pi^srspm  ^aupi^aarwy  xa<  c-jt*. 
^fiujy  avtpwv.     In  cap.  Matt.  i.  Hom.  3.  vol.  vii.  p.  20. 

X  OvKsri  >,synsi  h'l  avrog,  aXX*  Jn  ft'  avtov  6  ^eof,  Iva  fjM\}^f 
f(y  (cstjia^siy  sfeXTtvTip'ai.  In  Acta  Apostolorum  cap.  ii. 
Horn.  6.  vol.  viii.  p.  491. 

S  Ov  Xfiyg*  civ  siitsy  6  Xpurrofy  aXV  ay  eXaXijtrey  6  ^«o^  ir«  tm 
rVfntia^siy  [x,a\Xoy  autovf  ntoLyawsyo^  Btg  iftrriy  i?P«|xa.  In  AcU 
Apostolonun,  Hbm.  9.  voL  viii.  p.  51 1. 


58  LETTERS  TO  DR.  HORSLEY; 

Athanasius,  Chrysostom,  aad  other  orthodox  fathers  of 
the  church,  considering  what  we  know  of  the  cha* 
racter  and  the  instructions  of  the  apostles.  They  were 
plain  men,  and  little  qualified  to.  act  the  cautious  part 
here  ascribed  to  them.  And  their  instructions  certainly 
were  to  teach  all  ^hat  they  knew,  even  what  their  mas- 
ter communicated  to  them  in  the  greatest  privacy. 
Whereas,  upon  this  scheme,  they  must  have  suffered 
numbers  to  die  in  the  ignorance  of  the  most  important 
truth  in  the  gospel,  leat,  by  divulging  it  too  soon^  the 
conversion  of  others  should  have  been  prevented.  The 
case  evidently  was,  that  these  fathers  did  not  know 
how  to  account  for  the  great  prevalence  of  the  unita- 
rian  doctrine  among  the  Gentiles  as  well  as  the  Jews 
in  the  early  ages  of  Christianity^  but  upon  such  a  hy^ 
pothesis  as  this;  Let  their  saccessors  do  better  if  they 
can.  - 

This  observation  on  the  character  and  instructions 
of  the  apostles,  must  make  all  such  accounts  of  their 
conduct  absolutely  incredible  with  respect  to  every 
doctrine  of  consequence^  on  which  they  could  not  but 
lay  propordonable  stress.  But  it  may  perhaps  enable 
us  to  account  for  the  ignorance  of  the  Jews,  and  other 
early  christians,  with  respect  to  matters  of  little  or  no 
consequence,  on  which  the  apostle^  did  not  lay  any 
stress,  and  for  which  reason  they  might  say  little  or 
nothing  about  them^  as  for  instance  with  respect  to  the 
miraculous  conception. 

In  our  Saviour's  lifetime  he  certainly  passed  for  the  * 
son  of  Joseph  with  the  Jews  in  general.    The  first 
disciples  would  naturally  adopt  the  same  opinion ;  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  apostles  thought  it  a  matter, 
of  conseqiience  enough  to  set  them,  right  with  respect 
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to  It.     For  there  is  no  reference  whatever  to  the  niira« 
culous  conception  either  in  the  book  of  Acts^  or  in  any 
of  the  Epistles.     Indeed  that  doctrine  has  never  been 
thought  to  be  of  any  importance  in  itself;  Christ  being 
as  properly  a  man  on  one  supposition  as  on  the  other. 
It  is  therefore  only  of  importance  with  respect  to  the 
credit  of  Matthew  and  Luke^  as  historians,  and  that 
not  with  respect  to  what  they  write  from  their  own 
knowledge,  but  only  as  to  what  they  collected  from 
others.     Whereas,  if  Christ  was  not  a  mere  man^  but 
either  truly  God,  or  the  maker  of  the  world  undef  God^ 
it  could  not  but  have  appeared  to  be  a  matter  of  the 
greatest  consequence  in  the  scheme  of  Christianity  itself; 
and  the  apostles  would  certainly  have  taken  some  op- 
portunity of  inculcating  it  with  an  energy  suited  to  its 
importance.    We  may  therefore  easily  account  for  the 
general  prevalence  of  the  opinion  of  Christ  being  the 
son  of  Joseph,  though  it  was  false;  but  it  is  absolutely 
impossible  to  account  for  the  general  prevalence  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  mere  humanity  of  Christ,  on  the  sup«- 
position  of  his  being  either  God,  or  the  maker  of  the 
world  under  God,  and  consequently  of  his  being  known 
to  be  so  by  the  apostles.  •  I  may  perhaps  take  some  fu- 
ture opportunity  of  making  some  further  d^servations 
en  the  subject  of  the  miraculous  conception ;  and  in 
the  mean  time  the  Monthly  Reviewer  may  be  indulging 
his  conjectures,  and  preparing  his  exclamations ;  for 
which  our  readers  will  likewise  be  pretty  well  pre- 
pared. I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER  V. 

&  Argument  for  the  late  Origin  of  the  Doctrine  of 
the  Divinity  of  Christy  from  the  Difficulty  of  tracing 
the  Time  in  which  it  was  first  divulged. 

Dear  Sir, 

1  CANNOT  dismiss  this  subject  of  the  $trong  prejudices 
of  the  Jews  in  general  in  favour  of  thdr  Messiah  being 
merely  a  man,  (thus  explicitly  acknowledged  by  Atha* 
nasius,  Chrysostom,  and  others,  who  say,  that  on  this 
account  the  apostles  did  not  preach  the  doctrine  of  the 
divinity  of  Christ  at  firsts  but  oialy  after  the  people 
were  satisfied  with  respect  to  his  Messis^ship,)  without 
requesting  your  opinion  with  respect  to  the  time  when 
this  great  secret  of  Christ  not  being  merely  a  man,  hut 
the  eternal  God  himself,  or  the  maker  of  heaven  and 
earth  under  God,  was  communicated,  first  to  the 
apostles  tbemselve^,  and  then  by  them  to  the  body  o£ 
christians. 

Tou  cannot  say  that  John  the  Baptist  preached  any 
such  doctrine;  and  when  the  apostles  first  attached 
themselves  to  Jesus,  ^it  is  evident  they  only  considered 
him  as  being  such  a  Messiah  as  the  rest  of  the  Jews 
expected,  viz.  a  man,  and  a  king.  When  Nathaniel 
was  mtroduced  to  him  it  was  evidently  in  that  light, 
John  i.  45.  Philip  findeth  Nathaniel,  and  saith  unto 
him^  JVe  have  found  him  of  whom  Moses  in  the  law^ 
and  the  prophets,  did  write ^  Jesus  of  Nazareth^  the 
son  of  Joseph.  He  had  then,  we  may  suppose,  no 
knowledge  even  of  the  miraculous  conception. 

Now,  as  you  say,  p.  24^  that  ^^  Christ  was  so  much 
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more  tiiaa  man^  that  his  being  found  in  fashion  as  a 
man  was  really  the  most  extraordinary  part  of  his  hisr 
tory  and  cbaracter;*'  and  at  first  the  apostles^  you 
must  allow,  were  wholly  ignorant  of  this ;  there  roust 
have  been  a  time  within  the  compass  of  the  evangelical 
history  when  this  most  extraordinary  part  of  his  cha» 
racter  was  communicated  to  them.  Now  what  period 
in  the  gospel  history  can  you  pitch  upon,  in  which  you 
can  suppose  that  this  great  discovery  was  made  to  them? 
What  traces  do  you  find  of  it  ? 

That  Jesus  was  even  the  Messiah  was  divulged  with 
the  greatest  caution,  both  to  the  apostles  and  to  the 
body  of  the  Jews.  For  a  long  time  our  Lord  said  no- 
thing expUcit  on  this  subject^  but  left  his  disciples  as 
well  as  the  Jews  at  large  to  judge  of  him  from  what 
they  saw.  In  this  manner  only  he  replied  to  the  mes- 
sengers that  John  the  Baptist  sent  to  hinu ' 

If  the  high-priest  expressed  his  horror  by  rending 
(lis  clothes  on  Jesus  avowing  himself  to  be  the  Mes- 
siah, what  would  he  have  done  if  he  had  heard,  or 
suspected,  that  he  had  made  any  higher  pretensions  ? 
And  if  he  had  made  themi  they  must  have  transpired* 
When  the  people  in  general  saw  his  miraculous  works, 
they  only  wondered  that  God  should  have  given  so 
much  power  to  a  man,^  Matt.  ix.  8.  fFhen  the  mUltu 
tude  saw  it,  they  miirvelled,  find  glorified  God,  who 
had  given  such  power  unto  men ;  and  yet  this  was  on 
the  occasion  of  his  pronouncing  the  cure  of  a  paralytic 
person,  by  sayings  Thy  sins  be  forgiven  thee,  which 
the  Pharisees  thought  to  be  a  blasphemous  presump* 
tkm. 

At  the  time  that  Herod  heard  of  him,  it  was  con- 
jectured by  some  that  he  was  Elias,  by  others  that  he 
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was  a  preset,  and  by  some  that  he  was  John  risen 
from  the  dead;  but  none  of  them  imagined  that  he 
lNr.as  rither  the  most  high  God  himself,  or  the  maker  of 
the  world  under  God.  It  was  not  so  much  as  sup* 
posed  by  any  person  that  Jesus  performed  his  mighty 
'works  by  any  proper  power  of  his  own ;  so  far  were 
they  from  suspecting  that  he  was  the  God  who  had 
spoken  to  them  by  Moses,  as  you  now  suppose  him  to 
have  been. 

If  he  was  known  to  be  a  God  at  all  before  his  death, 
it  could  only  have  been  revealed  to  his  disciples,  per- 
haps the  apostles,  or  only  his  chief  confidants  among 
them,  Peter,  James,  and  John,  suppose  on  the  mount 
of  transfiguration,  though  nothing  is  said  concerning 
it  in  the  history  of  that  thmsactioo.  Certainly  what 
they  saw  in  the  garden  of  Gethsemane  could  not  have 
led  them  to  suspect  any  such  thing.  But  if  it  had  ever 
be^n  known  to  Peter,  can  we  suppose  he  could  have 
denied  him  as  he -did  ?  Besides,  as  our  Lord  told  theni 
there  were  many  things  which  he  could  not  inform 
them  of  before  his  deaths  and  that  they  should  know 
afterwards ;  this  was  a  thing  so  very  wonderful  and 
,unsu^>ected,  that  if  any  articles  of  information  were 
kept  from  them  at  that  time,  this  niust  certainly  have 
been  one. 

If  you  suppose  that  Thomas  was  acquainted  with 
this  most  extraordinary  part  of  his  master's  character, 
which  led  him  to  cry.  My  Lord  and  my  God,  when 
he  was  convinced  of  his  resurrection,  as  he  was  not 
one  of  the  three  who  had  be^  intrusted  with  any  se- 
crets, it  miist  have  been  known  to  all  the  twelve,  and 
to  Judas  Iscariot  among  the  rest.  And  suppose  him 
to  have  known  and  to  have  believed  that  Jesus  was  his 
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Go4  and  maker,  was  it  possible  for  him,  or  for  any 
man,  to  have  formed  a  deliberate  purpose  to  betray 
him  ?  (Peter,  you  may  say,  was  taken  by  surprise,  and 
was  in  personal  danger.)  Or,  if  he  had  only  heard  of 
the  pretension,  and  had  not  believed  it,  would  he  not 
have  made  some  advantage  of  that  imposition,  and 
have  made  the  discovery  of  this,  as  well  as  of  every 
thing  else  that  he  knew  to  his  prejudice  ? 

If  you  suppose  that  the  divinity  of  Christ  was '  un« 
known  to  the  apostles  till  the  day  of  Pentecost ;  be« 
sides  losing  the  benefit  of  several  of  your  arguments 
for  this  great  doctrine,  which  you  now  carefully  collect 
from  the  four  evangelists,  we  have  no  account  of  any 
such  discovery  having  been  made  at  that  time^  or  at 
any  subsequent  x»ne.  And  of  other  articles  of  illumi- 
nation of  much  less  consequence  than  this  we  have  di- 
stinct information^  and  also  of  the  manner  in  which 
they  impressed  them,  lliis  is  particularly  the  case 
with  respect  to  the  extension  of  the  blessings  of  the 
gospel  to  uncircumcised  Gentiles.  But  what  was  this 
article,  to  the  knowledge  of  their  master  being  the 
most  high  God  ? 

If  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  had  been 
actually  preached  by  the  apostles,  and  the  Jewish  con-^ 
verts  in  general  had  adopted  it,  it  could  not  but  have 
been  well  known  tq  the  unbelieving  Jews ;  and  would 
they,  who  were  at  that  time,  and  have  been  ever  since, 
so  exceedingly  2fealous  with  respect  to  the  doctrine  of 
the  divine  unity,  not  have  taken  the  alarm,  and  have 
urged  this  objection  to  Christianity,  as  teaching  tfte  be- 
lief of  more  Gods  than  one,  in  the  apostolic  age  ?  And 
yet  no  trace  of  any  thing  of  this  nature  can  be  per- 
ceived in  the  whole  history  of  the  book  of  Acts,  or 
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any  where  eke  in  the  New  Testament.  As  soon  at 
ever  the  Jews  had  any  pretence  for  it,  we  find  them 
sufficiently  quick  and  vehement  in  urging  this  their 
great  objection  to  Christianity. .  To  answer  the  charge 
of  holding  two  or  three  Gods^  is  a  very  condderable 
article  in  the  writings  of  several  of  the  ancient  chris« 
tian  fathers.  Why  then  do  we  find  nothing  of  this 
kind  in  the  age  of  the  apostles  ?  The  only  answer  is, 
that  there  was  no  occasion  for  it,  the  doctrine  of  the 
divinity  of  Christ  not  having  then  been  started^* 

Consider,  Sir,  the  charge  that  was  advanced  against 
Peter  and  John  at  the  first  promulgation  of  the  gospel. 
You  will  find  it  ^mounts  to  nothing  but  their  being 
disturbers  of  the  people,  by  preaching  in  the  name  of 
Jesus.  What  was  the  accusation  against  Stephen 
(Acts  vi.  IS.)  but  his  speaking  blasphemotis  things 
against  the  temple  and  the  law?  Accompany  the 
apostle  Paul  in  all  his  travels,  and  attend  to  his  di^ 
courses  with  the  Jews  in  their  synagogues,  and  their 
perpetual  and  inveterate  persecution  of  him,  you  will 
find  no  trace  of  their  so  much  as  suspecting  that  he 
preached  a  new  divinity^  as  the  godhead  of  Christ  must 
have  appeared,  and  always  has  appeared  to  thenl. 

In  the  year  58,  Paul  tells  the  elders  of  the  church 
of  Ephesus  (Acts  xx.  270  that  Ae  had  not  failed  to 
declare  unto  them  the  whole  counsel  of  God.  We  may 
be  confident,  therefore,  that,  if  he  had  any  such  doo 

*  Athanasiiis  strongly  expresses  this  objettfon*  as  made  by 
both  Jews  and  Gentiles,  to  the  incarnation  -of  the  son  of 
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triae  to  divulge,  he  must  have  taught  it  in  the  three 
years  that  he  spent  in  that  city  from  54  to  57 ;  and  as 
the  unbelieving  Jews  were  well  apprised  of  all  his  mo* 
tions,  having  laid  wait  for  him  on  this  very  journey  to 
Jerusalem,  they  must  have  been  informed  of  his  hav- 
ing taught  this  doctrine,  and  would  certamly  have  car* 
ried  the  news  of  it  to  Jerusalem,  where  many  of  them 
attended  as  well  as  he  at  the  ensuing  feast  of  Pentecost. 
But  if  we  attend  Paul  thither,  where  we  have  a  very 
particular  account  of  all  th^  proceedings  against  him 
for  the  space  of  two  jears,  we  shall  find  no  trace  of 
any  thing  of  the  kind.  All  their  complaints  against 
him  fell  far  short  of  this. 

What  was  the  occasion  of  the  first  clamour  against 
him  ?  Was  it  not.  Acts  xxL  28,  that  he  taught  all  men 
every  where  against  the  people^  and  against  the  law, 
and  against  the  temple,  and  that  he  had  brought 
Greeks  into  it  f  Is  it  not  plain  that  they  had  no  more 
serious  <:harge  against  him  ?  Read  his  speech  to  the 
people,  his  defence  before  Felix,  and  again  before 
Agrippa ;  you  will'  find  no  trace  of  his  having  taught 
any  doctrine  so  offensive  to  the  Jews  as  that  of  the  di- 
vinity  of  Christ  must  have  been.  Considering  the 
known  prejudices  and  the  inveteracy  of  the  Jews,  no 
reasonable  man  need  desire  any  clearer  proof  than  this, 
that  neither  Paul  nor  any  of  the  apostles  had  ever 
taught  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  at  that 
time }  and  this  was  so  near  the  time  of  the  wars  of  the 
Jews,  and  the  dispersion  of  that  people,  that  there  was 
so  opportunity  of  preaching  it  with  effect  afterwards. 

Consider  also  the  conduct  of  the  Jewish  christians, 
vrho  had  strong  prejudices  against  Paul,  as  we  find  in 
this  part  of  his  history;  and  according  to  the  tesdmOnf 
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of  all  historian^y  they  retained  those  prejudices  as  long 
as  they  had  any  name;  and  after  the  destruction  of  Je» 
rusalem,  \ivbich  was  not  long  after  the  close  of  the  his- 
tory of  the  Acts,  no  trace  can  be  found  of  their  be- 
lieving any  such  doctrine  as  the  divinity  of  Christ. 
Now,  though  their  enmity  to  Paul  continued,  and  they 
-never  considered  his  writings  as  canonical  scripture, 
yet>  to  the  very  last,  their  objections  to  him  aimounted 
to  nothing  more  than  his  being  no  friend  to  the  law  of 
Moses* 

The  resemblance  between  the  character  of  the  Ebi- 
onites,  as  given  by  the  early  christian  fathers,  and  that 
of  the  Jewish  ^  christians  at  the  time  of  Paul's  last 
journey  to  Jerusalem^  is  very  striking.  After  he  had 
given  an  account  c^  his  conduct  to  the  more  intelligent 
of  them,  they  were  satisfied  with  it  \  but,  they  thought 
there  Ixrould  be  great  difficulty  in  satisfying  others. 
Thou  seest,  brother,"  say  they  to  him.  Acts  xxi.  20, 
how  many  thousands  of  Jews  there  are  who  believe, 
and  they  are  all  zealous  of  the  law.  And  they  are  in* 
formed  of  thee,  that  thou  teachest  all  the  Jews  who 
are  among  the  Gentiles  to  forsake  Moses;  saying 
that  they  ought  not  to  circumcise  their  children, 
neither  to  walk  after  the  customs.  What  is  it  there- 
fore ?  The  multitudes  must  needs  come  together,  for 
they  will  hear  that  thou  art  come.  Do  therefore  this 
that  we  say  to  thee.  We  have  four  men  who  have  a 
vow  on  them.  Them  take  and  purify  thyself  with 
rthem,  and  be  at  charges  with  them,  that  they  may 
shave  their  heads,  and  all  may  know  that  those  things 
whereof  they  were  informed  concerning  thee  are  no* 
thing,  but  that  thou  thyself  also  walkest  orderly,  and 
keepest  the  law.''    So  great  a  resemblance  in  some 
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Ihings,  viz.  their  attachment  to  the  law,  and  their  pre^ 
jodices  against  Paul,  cannot  but  lead  us  to  imagine  that 
they  were  the  same  in  other  respects  also,  both  being 
equally  zealous  observers  of  the  law,  and  equally  stran- 
gers to  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ.  And  in 
that  age  all  the  Jews  were  equally  zealous  for  the  great 
doctrine  of  the  unittf  of  God,  and  their  peculiar  cus4 
toms.  Can  it  be  supposed,  then,  that  they  would  so 
obstinately  retam  the  one,  and  so  readily  abandon  the 
other  ? 

These  considerations  (and  much  more  might  be 
added  to  enforce  them)  certainly  zSed  the  credibilitf 
of  Christ  having  any  nature  superior  to  that  of  man  ; 
and,  when  they  are  sufSdently  attended  to,  (as  I  suspect 
they  never  have  been, )  must  shake  the  Arian  hypo* 
theds ;  but  they  must  be  particularly  embarrassing  to 
those  who,  like  you,  maintain  the  perfect  equality  of 
the  JSon  to  the  Father. 

Considerations  of  this  kind,  if  they  occur  to  him,  no 
person,  who  thinks  at  all,  can  absolutely  neglect,  so 
as  to  satisfy  himself  with  having  no  hypothesis  on  the 
subject.  You  certamly  find  the  apostles  as  well  as  the 
rest  of  the  Jews  without  any  knowliedge  of  the  divinity 
of  Christ,  with  whom  they  lived  and  conversed  as  a 
man;  and  if  they  ever  became  acquainted  with  it, 
there  must  have  been  a  time  when  it  was  either  disco- 
vered  by  them,  or  made  known  to  them;  and  the 
effects  of  the  acquidtion,  or  the  Communication  of  ex- 
traordinary knowledge,  are  in  general  proportionably 
conspicuous. 

Had  we  had  no  written  history  of  otir  Saviour's  life, 
or  of  the  preaching  of  the  apostles,  or  only  some  very 
condse  one;  still  so  very  extraordinary  an  article  as  tt^ 

7  2 
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would  hardly  have  been  unknown,  or  have  passed  liri* 
recorded ;  much  less  when  the  history  is  so  full  and 
circumstantial  as  it  is. 

Had  there  been  any  pretence  for  imagining  that  the 
Jews  in  our  Saviour's  time  had  any  knowledge  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  trinity,  and  that  they  expected  the  se- 
cond person  in  it  in  thecharacter  of  their  Messiah,  the 
question  I  propose  to  you  would  have  been  needless. 
But  nothing  can  be  more  evident  than  that,  whatever 
you  may  fancy  with  respect  to  more  ancient  times^ 
every  notion  of  the  trinity  was  obliterated  from  the 
minds  of  the  Jews  in  our  Saviour's  time.  It  is,  there- 
fore, not  only  a  curious  but  a  serious  and  important 
question.  When  was  it  introduced^  and  by  what  steps? 
I  have  answered  it  on  my  hypothesis  of  its  being  an 
innovation  and  a  corruption  of  the  christian  doctrine ; 
do  you  the  same  on  your  idea  of  its  being  an  essential 
part  of  it.  I  am^  &c. 


LETTER   VI. 
Of  the  Personification  of  the  Logos* 

Dear  Sir, 

xIaving  considered  all  that  you  have  advanced  con* 
ceming  the  antiquity  of  the  unitari^  doctrine,  I  pro- 
ceed to  attend  to  what  you  observe  concerning  the 
personification  of  the  Logos  by  the  platonizing  chris- 
tians: for,  that 'many  of  them  did  platonize  you  are 
far  from  denying.  "  If,*'  you  say,  p.  J50,  *'  he  hath 
succeeded  no  better  in  the  proof  of  bis  third  as^ertioii^ 
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concerning  the  platonic  christians  t>f  the  second  age, 
the  inventors,  as  he  would  have  it,  of  our  Lprd*s  divi- 
nity ;  that  the  divinity  which  they  set  up  was  only  of 
the  secondary  sort,  which  was  admitted  by  the  Arians, 
including  neither  eternity  nor  any  proper  neces^ty  of 
existence;  having  the  mere  name  of  divinity,  without 
any  thing  of  the  real  form :  if  the  proof  of  this  third 
assertion  should  be  found  to  be  equally  infirm  with 
that  of  the  other  two,  his  notion  of  the  gradual  pro- 
gress of  opinions  from  the  mere  Unitarian  doctrine  to 
the  Arian,  and  from  the  Arian  doctrine  to  the  Athana* 
^an  faith,  must  be  deemed  a  mere  dream  or  ficdon  ift 
every  part.'* 

In  the  first  place  I  must  set  you  right  with  respect 
ta  my  own  idea,  which  you  have  totally  misconcdved, 
though  you  have  undertaken  to  refute  it,  and  this 
strange  mistake^  of  yours  runs  through  the  whole  of 
your  work.  Those  platonizing  christians  who  perso- 
'  nified  the  Logos  were  not  Arians ;  for  their  Logos  was 
an  attribute  of  the  Father,  and  not  any  thing  that  was 
created  of  nothing,,  as  the  Arians  held  Christ  to  have 
been.  It  is  well  known,  as  Beausobre  observes,  that 
they  were  not  Arians,  but  ihe  orthodox,  that  plato- 
xuzed.  Constandne,  as  I  have  observed,  vol.  ii.  p.  488, 
in  his  oration  to  the  fathers  of  the  council  of  Nice^ 
speaks  in  comniendadon  of  Plato,  as  having  taught  the 
doctrine  of  a  second  God,  derived  from  the  supreme 
God,  and  subservient  to  his  will. 

Among  the  proofs  of  the  origin  of  the  Son,  accord^ 
ing  to  the  early  orthodox  writers,  I  first  quoted  a  pasf, 
sage  in  Athenagoras,  which  you  translate  somewhat 
differently  from  me ;  but  not  so  as  to  affect  my  con- 
clusion from  it.     For  he  evidently  asserts  that  the  Lq^ 
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gos  was  eternal  in  God,  only  because  God  was  always* 
Xoyixosj  rational^  xvbich  entirely  excludes  proper  per- 
sonification. SLee  Athenagoras,  p.'  82.  Can  reason, 
as  it  exists  in  man,  be  called  a  person,  merely  because 
man  is  a  rational  being  ? 

Besides,  this  is  the  only  6ne  of  all  my  authorides 
that  you  have  thought  proper  to  examine ;  whereas 
there  are  others  which  you  have  overlooked  so  plain 
and  determinate,  that  it  is  impossible  for  you  to  inter- 
pret them  otherwise  than  I  have  done ;  as  they  evi- 
dently imply  that  it  depended  upon  the  ^ather*s  will 
that  the  Logos  should  have  a  proper  personification, 
and  become  a  Son,  with  respect  to  him.  The  passages 
which  I  have  quoted  from  TertuUian  and  Lactantius, 
vol.  i.  p.  28,  whose  orthodoxy  you  cannot  question,  I 
call  upon  you  particularly  to  consider. 

There  is  a  passage  in  Tertullian  which  shows  how 
ready  the  platonizing  Christians  were  to  revert  to  the 
idea  of  an  attribute  of  God  in  their  use  of  the  word 
iiogos.  ^^  We  have  said  that  God  made  the  universe 
by  his  word^  reason^  and  power ;  and  it  appears  that 
among  your  philosophers  also,  the  Logos,  that  i^^ 
speech  and  reason,  was -the  maker  of  the  universe. 
For  this  Zeno  supposed  to  be  the  maker  and  disposer 
of  all  things,  that  the  same  is  called  fate,  and  God,  and 
the  mind  oj  Jupiter,  and  the  necessity  of  all  things*.*^ 
The  Platonic  trinity,  at  least  the  second  person  in  it, 

*  Jam  ediximns  Deum  universiutem  hanc  mundi  verbo,  et 
ratione,  et  virtute  molitum.  Apud  vestros  quoque  sapientel, 
Aoyovy  id  est  sermoneniy  atque  rationem,  constat  artificem  videii 
ixiuversitatif.  Hunc  enim  Zeno  determinat  factitatorem,  qui 
cuncta  in  dispositione  formaverit ;  eandem  et  fatom  vocari,  el 
deum,  et  animum  Joyis,  et  neces&itatem  omnium  rerum.  Apo« 
logeucus,  sect.  zxi.  p.  19. 
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probably  had  its  ori^n  in  persoiuficadon ;  and  in  this 
the  Christians  were  too^  ready  to  follow  them,  by  con- 
verting the  Logos  of  St.  John  into  a  proper  person. 

You  acknowledge,  p.  56,  that  these  writers  plato- 
nized^  and  this  you  say  was  common  to  Athenagoras 
and  them  alU  '*  If  any  thing/*  you  say,  p.  56,  "  be 
justly  reprehensible  in  the  notions  of  the  platonic 
christians,  it  is  this  conceit,  which  seems  to  be  com« 
mon  to  Athenagoras,  with  them  all,  and  is  a  key  ta 
the  meaning  of  many  obscure  passages  in  their  writ- 
ings ;  that  the  external  display  of  the  powers  of  the 
Son  in  the  business  of  creation,  is  the  thing  intended 
in  the  scripture  language  under  the  figure  of  his  gene^ 
ration;  a  conceit  which  seems  to  have  no  certain 
foundation  in  holy  writ^  and  no  authority  in  the  opi« 
nions  <and  the  doctrines  of  the  preceding  age ;  and  it 
seems  to  have  betrayed  some  of  those  who  were  the 
most  wedded  to  it  into  the  use  of  a  very  improper 
language ;  as  if  a  new  relation  had  taken  place  be* 
tween  the  first  and  the  second  person,  when  the  crea- 
tive powers  were  first  exerted/' 

You  add,  after  apologizing  for  the  conduct  of  the 
platonizmg  fathers,  ^^  the, conversion  of  an  attribute 
into  a  person,  whatever  Dr.  Priestley  may  imagine^  is 
a  notion  to  which  they  were  entire  strangers.*'  I  an- 
swer that  it  is  not  possible,  either  by-  the  use  of  plain 
words,  or  figures,  to  express  this  notion,  to  which  you 
say  they  were  entire  strangers,  more  clearly  than  they 
do.  For,  according  to  the  most  definite  language  a 
man  can  use,  the  Logos,  as  existing  in  the  Father,  prior 
to  the  creation,  was,  according  to  them,  the  same  thing 
in  him  that  reason  is  in  man,  which  is  certainly  no  pro* 
per  person  distinguishable  from  the  man  himself.   Will 
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you  say  that  the  man  is  one  person  or  thing,  and  hia 
reason  another,  hot  comprehended  in  the  man  f  In 
like  manner  it  is  impossible  not  to  infer  from  the  uni« 
form  language  of  these  writers,  that,  according  to  their 
ideas,  there  was  nothing  in  or  belonging  to  the  Son^ 
originally,  but  what  was  necessarily  contained  in  what 
they  express  by  th6  term  Father.  I  will  add,  that  if 
this  was  not  the  orthodoxy  of  the  age,  there  was  no 
orthodoxy  in  it. 
That  the  Logos  of  the  Father,  the  same  that  const!- 

.  tuted  the  ^second  person  in  the  trinity,  exactly  corre- 
sponded to  the  Logos,  or  reason,  or  word  of  man,  was 
the  idea  of  Athanasius  himself.  Having  spoken  of  the 
Father,  as  called  the  only  Gody  because  he  only  is  un- 
begotten,  ayzwyircq,  and  the  fountain  of  deity ^  '^vyn 
SsorfjTocs  and  of  the  Son  as  only  God  of  God,  Beog  sk 
Bsovy  he  says,  in  answer  to  the  question  how  this  Lo- 
gos^ can  become  a  person  in  Ood-  when  it  does  not  so 
in  man,  ^^  The  word  conceived  in  the  mind  of  man 
does  not  become  man  of  man,  since  it  does  not  live  or 

^  subdst,  but  is  only  the  motion  of  a  living  and  subsist- 
ing heart.  Wheix  it  is  pronounced  it  has  no  conti- 
nuance, and  being  often  uttered,  do^  not  remain. 
Whereas  the  psalmist  says  the '  fFord  of  the  Lord 
remaineth  for,  every  and  the  evangelist  agrees  with 
him,&c.**' 

<*  On  this  subject,"  you  say,  p*  58,  "  it  is  but  jus* 

♦  Ou  Y^p  i  Aoyo;  rov  avSpwirou  avdpuntog  sari  ifpog  av6p(io7rov 
wtti  jxijrs  ^wy  «oy<,  /xijrg  v^sarwg,  aXXa  fwoTjj  xa/»Jta^  xcu  upca-«» 
tuayis  lUvT^fi^  fx-ovov.  xai  XsyerAt  itapa  XFW^»  '***  ^^^  *^^'*  **** 
feoWaxif  TtaXovfMYO^,  ovh  vote  $iaiMyer  ro  h  rov  ^sov  Xovok 
avoj^Bv,  6  ^aXiJ^wSos  xsKpayei  Xsywy,  Ei^rov  odufva  ix^og  <rov  oia>» 
IJi'ivei  sy  ttp  ovpAyof,  x<t«  cv/xf  cwo;  aura;  i  ^sov  eivou  rov  Xv/ov  o/irO-^ 
Xoym  EvayYsXi<rryis,  &c.  De  Sterna  Substantia  Irilii,  8cc^ 
contra  Sabellii  Gregales,  Opera;  vol.  i.  p.  651. 
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ivce  to  Dr.  Priestley  to  acknowledge,  what  indeed  he^ 
ought  to  have  acknowledged  for  himself,  that  in  this 
mianterpretation  of  the  platonic  fathers  he  is  not  ori« 
ginal ;  that  he  hath  upon  his  side  the  respectable  au«< 
thority  of  two  very  eminent  •  divines  of  the  Roman 
church,  Petavius  and  Huetius/'  Of  this,  I  assure  you. 
Sir,  I  was  quite  ignorant ;  but  I  see  no  reason  to  be 
ashamed. of  such  company,  or  of  any  company,  in  the 
cause  of  truth. 

That  any  mere  external  display- of  powers j  as  you 
say,  p.  57,  should  ever  be  termed  generation^  is  sa 
improbable,  from  its  manifest  want  of  analogy  to  any. 
thing  that  ever  was  called  generation  before  or  since  ; 
that  such  an  abuse  of  words  is  not  to  be  supposed  of 
these  writers,  or  of  any  .person,  without  very  positive 
proof;  and  in  this  case  you  advance  nothing  bu(  a 
mere  conjecture,  destitute  of  any  thing  that  can  give  it 
a  colour  pf  probability. 

If  the  Logos  had  had  an  actual  personal  existence^, 
with  all  its  proper  and  separate  powers,  from,  all  eter* 
nity,  how  could  he  be  said  to  be  generated^  when  he 
only  iexerted  those  powers  in  a  particular  way  ?  For 
since,  according  to  your  hypothesis,  he  was  always  an 
intelligent  person  from  the  beginning,  he  must  have 
exerted  his  intellectual  faculties  in  some  way  or  other 
from  all  eternity,  as  much  as  the  Father  himself;  and 
was  the  exertion  of  the  faculties  of  the  Father  in  the 
creation  of  the  world  ever  called  a  generation  of  the 
Father  J  by  those  who  supposed  creation  to  be  a  work 
of  his,  performed  in  time,  after-the  lapse  of  an  eternity 
in  which  nothing  had  been  created  ?  And  yet ^  accord*, 
ing  to  you,  this  language  must  have  been  equally  pror 
per  with  respect  to  the  Father  as  with  respect  to  $he 
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Son,  both  hanng  been  iateUigeat  [M^rsons  from  aH 
•tcnuty. 

'  You  say,  p.  62,  ^^  After  all  that  Dr.  Priestley  hath 
written  about  the  resemblance  between  the  ecclesiastical 
and  the  platonic  trinity,  he  ha$  yet,  it  seems,  to  leam^ 
that  a  creitted  Logos,  a  Logos  which  had  ever  not  ex* 
a^ed,  vras  no  Ites  an  absurdity  in  the  academy,  than  it 
is  an  imfuety  in  the  church.  The  converts  from  pla- 
tonism  must  have  renounced  their  philosophy  before 
they  could  be  the  authors  of  this  absurd,  this  mon- 
strous opinion.  As  the  notion  that  this  doctrine  took 
Hs  rise  with  them  betrays  a  total  ignorance  of  the  ge« 
nuine  principles  of.  their  school,  it  is  easy  to  foresee 
that  the  arguments  brought  in  support  of  it  can  'only 
be  fdunded  in  gross  misconstruction  of  their  Ian* 
guage.'^ 

To  this  I  can  only  say,  that  you  discover  a  total  ig^ 
norance  of  what  I  have  asserted,  and  I  do  not  know 
how  to  express  myself  more  intelligibly  than  I  have 
done.  I  have  no  where  said  or  supposed  that  either 
the  Platonists,  or  the  platonizing  christians,  held  that 
the  Logos  was  created,  or  that  it  had  ever  not  existed  j 
biit  only  that,,  whereas  it  was  originally  nothing  more 
than  2rproperti/  of  the  divine  mind,  it  assumed  a  sepa- 
rate personal  chsg^ctar  in  time.  The  Logos  of  the 
Platonists  had^  in  their  opinion,  always  had  a  personal 
existence,  because  Plato  supposed  creation  to  have 
been  eternal ;  but  this  was  not  the  opinion  of  the  pU'^ 
tonizing  christians,  wbo  held  that  the  world  was  not 
eternal ;  and  therefore,  retaining  as  much  of  platonisin 
«s  was  consistent  with  that  doctrine^  they  held  th^t 
there  was  a  time  when  the  Father  was  alone,  and  with- 
Mt  a  son;,  his  Logos  or  reason  being. in  all  that  time 
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tke  same  thing  in  him  that  reason  now  is  in  mat) ;  axid 
of  this  I  have  produced  abundant  evidence. 

I  cannot  close  this  letter  on  xht  personification  of 
the  Logos  without  making  some  observations  relating 
to  the  first  account  we  have  of  it.  .    ^ 

That  Christ  bad  a  proper  permanent  pre-enstence, 
as  the  Logos  of  the  Fathevy  first  distinctly  appears  in 
the  writings  of  Justin  Martyr ;  and  from  his  labouring 
the  point  so  much'  as  he. does,  and  esjlecially  from  his 
providing  a  retreat  in  case  he  should  not  be  able  to 
prove  it,  it  is  most  probable  that  he  was  the  first  who 
started  it.  However,  he  also  mentions  a  different  opi- 
nion on  the  subject,  which  probably  preceded  bis  own^ 
and  paved  the  way  for  it;  and  this  was  not  very  remote 
from  the  unitarian  doctrine. 

It  was,  that  the  emis^on  of  the  Logo^  as  a  pertoBt 
was  an  occasional  thing,  and  intended  to  answar  parti« 
cular  purposes  only ;  after  which  it  was  absorbed  info 
the  divine  essence  again*  On  this  scheme  the  Logos 
Bught  have  been  a  real  person  first  at  the  creation  of 
the  world,  and  again  when  it  was  employed  in  the  <£- 
vine  intercourse  with  the  patriarchs^  and  the  duldrea 
of  Israel,  in  the  intervals  of  which  it  might  have  been 
deprived  of  its  personality ;  and  lastly,  have  recovo'ed 
it  at  the  birth  of  Christ,  and  have  retsdned  it  ever  after* 
Whereas,  the  opinion  of  Justin  was,  that,  after  the  first 
emission  of  the  Logos  at  the  creation  of  the  world,  it 
was  never  again  absorbed  into  the  divine  essence. 

**  There  are,"  says  he*  (to  abridge  What  he  says  on 
tbis  subject)  ^^  I  knoWt  who  are  of  ofMnion,  that  the 
power,  ivrnfjiiv^  which  proceeded  from  the  Father  of 

*  Dialog!  pars  secunda>  edit.  Thirlby,  p«  412. 
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all,  and  appeared  to  Moses,  or  to  Abraham,  or  to  Ja- 
cob, and  which,  in  different  circumstances,  was  called 
an  angeij  a  glory,  or  a  man,  remained  a  power  inse-p 
parable  from  the  Father*,  just  as  a  beam  of  light  is 
inseparable  from  the  sun  f,  which  is  in  the  heavens,; 
and  which,  when  it  sets,  it  carries  along  with  it.  Thus 
the  Father,  whenever  he  pleases,  they  say,  makes  this- 
power  to  come  out  of  him,  TrpoTrfi^cfv ;  and  whenever 
he  wills,  he  calls  it  back  into  himself  again.  And  ia 
the  same  manner  they  say  he  makes  angds.  But  that 
angels  are  permanent  beings,  I  have  already  shown ; 
and  that  this  power,  which  the  prophets  call  God,  and 
an  angelj  is  not  like  a  beam  of  light,  but  remains  nu- 
merically distinct  from  its  source,  I  have  shown  at 
large ;  observing  that  this  power,  Suv^/x/y,  is  produced 
by  the  power  and  will  of  the  Father,  but  not  so  as 
that  the  Father  loses  any  thing  by  its  emission,  but  aa 
one  fire  is  lighted  by  another — It  is  called  Lord  in* 
the  history  of  the  destruction  of  Sodom,  and  rained 
fire  from  that  Lord  who  was  in  heaven,  and  who  was 
the  Lord  of  that  Lord  who  was  on  earth,  as  his  Father 
and  God ;  being  the  cause  of  his  bdng,  of  his  being 
powerfril,  and  of  his  being  Lord,  and  God  |.** 

We  see  in  this  passage  in  how  plausible  a  manner, 
and  how  little  likely  to  alarm'  men  of  plain  understand- 
ings, was  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  as  it . 
was  first  proposed.    At  first  it  was  nothing  more  thaa 

» 

X^if.    p.  il2.       '^  ~  - 

f  A  beam  of  light  was  then  imagined  to  be  something  con- 

oected  with  the  suoy  and  not  matter  emitted  from  him«  s^nd  not 

returning  to  him. 

i  'Of  xou  row  B7fi  yy^i  Kvpiov  Kvpiog  gortv,  vSs  ftamip  xeu  ^eof. 
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tfie  divine  power ^  occasionally  personified,  (a  small  stepi 
indeed,  if  any,  from  pure  unitarianism,)  and  afterwards 
acquiring  permanent  personality ;  but  still  dependent 
upon  the  will  of  God^  from  whence  it  proceeded,  and 
entirely  subservient  to  him ;  which  was  very  differeat 
from  what  is  now  conceived  concerning  the  second 
person  in  the  trinity.  I  am,  &c» 


LETTER   VII. 

t^onsiderations  relating^o  the  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity. 
Dear  Sir, 

1  CANNOT  help,  in  this  place,  making  a  few  reniarks 
on  some  of  your  observations  with  respect  to  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity^  your  ideas  of  which  appear  to  be 
those  which  are  commonly  termed  Athanasian  ;  im- 
plying a  perfect  equality  in  all  the  three  persons.  Ia» 
deed,  as  a  strenuous  advocate  for  the  church  of  En- 
gland,  they  can  be  no  other. 

I. 
^^  The  advantage,'*  you  say,  p.  69.  "  to  be  expected 
from  these  deep  researches,  is  not  any  insight  into  the 
manner  in  which  the  three  divine  persons  are  united ; 
a  knowledge  which  is  indeed  too  high  for  a  man,  per- 
haps for  angels ;  which  in  our'  present  condition  at 
least  is  not  to  be  attained,  and  ought  not  to  be  sought. 
But  that  just  apprehension  of  the  christian  doctrine 
which  will  show  that  it  is  not  one  of  those  things  that 
^  no  miracles  can  prove'  will  be  the  certain  fruit  of  the 
studies  recommended.    They  will  lead  us  to  see  the 
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$aiptxsre  doctrine  in  its  trae  light :  that  it  b  an  iinper« 
&ct  discovery,  not  a  contradiction.** 

A  contradiction^  you  acknowledge,  p.  67.  is  that 
^  a  part  is  equal  fo  the  whde,  or  that  the  same  thing, 
in  the  same  respect,  is  at  the  same  time  one  and 
many."  This  you  admit  that  nothing  can  prove* 
^  Mo  tesdmony ,"  you  say,  ^^  that  a  contn^diction  is^ 
should  be,  allowed  to  overpower  the  intuitive  convic- 
tion that  it  cannot  be.  An  inquiry,  therefore,  into  the 
reasonableness  of  our  faith,  as  well  as  just  views  of  its 
history,  is  of  great  importance/* 

Now  I  ask,  Wherdn  does  the  Athanasian  doctrine  of 
the  trinity  differ  from  a  contradiction,  as  you  have  de- 
fined it?  It  asserts,  in  effect,  that  nothing  is  wanting  to 
^her  the  Father,  the  Son,  or  the-  Spirit,  to  constitute 
each  of  them  truly  and  properly  God ;  each  being 
equal  in  eternity  and  all  divine  perfections ;  and  yet 
that  these  three  are  not  three  Gods^  but  only  one  God. 
They  are,  therefore,  both  one  and  many  in  the  same 
respect,  viz.  in  each  being  perfect  God.  This  is  cer- 
tainly as  much  a  contradiction  as  to  say  that  Peter, 
James,  ^nd  John,  having  each  of  them  every  thing  that 
is  requisite  to  constitute  a  complete  man,  are  yet,  all 
together,  not  three  men,  but  only  one  man.  For  the 
ideas  annexed  to  the  words  God  or  man  cannot  make 
any  difference  in  the  nature  of  the  two  propositions. 
After  the  council  of  Nice,  there  are  instances  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  trinity  being  explained  in  this  very 
manner.  The  fathers  of  that  age  being  particularly 
intent  on  preserving  the  fall  equality  of  the  three  per- 
sons, they  entirely  lost  sight  of  their  proper  unity. 
And  explain  this  doctrine  as  you  will,  oiie  of  these 
things  must  ever  be  sacrificed  to  the  other. 
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II.      . 

Notwithstanding  what  I  have  quoted  from  you  above^ 
yoa  seem  to  countenance  some  sort  of  explanation  ai 
the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  "  The  sense"  [yiz*  of 
^Athenagoras]  you  say,  p.  55.  '^  is,  that  ^e  penondi 
existence  of  a  divine  Logos  is  implied  in  the  very  idea 
of  a .  God.  And  the  argument  rests  on  a,  principle 
iK^hich  was  common  to  all  the  platonic  fathers,  aai 
seems  to  be  founded  in  scripture,  that  the  esdstenqe  of 
the  Son  flows  necessarily  from  the  divine  intellect  cs« 
erted  on  itself,  from  the  Father's  contemplation  of  his 
own  perfecdons.  But  as  the  Father  «ver  was,  his  per- 
fections have  ever  been,  and  his  intellect  has  been  ever 
active.  But  perfections  which  have  ever  been,  the 
ever  active  intellect  must  ever  have  contemplated; 
and  the  contemplation  which  has  ever  been,  must 
ever  have  been  accompanied  with  its  just  eflfect,  the 
personal  existence  of  the  Son.** 

I  wish  yoti  had  shown  what  it  is  in  the  scriptures,  or 
indeed  in  the  fathers,  that  gives  any  countenance  to 
this  curious  piece  of  reasoning ;  and  in  your  reply  to 
me  I  hope  you  will  not  fail  to  point  it  out.  In  the 
mean  time,  as  we  cannot  pretend  to  draw  any  conclu»- 
sions  from  the  necessary  operadons  of  one  mind^  but 
from  their  supposed  analogy  to  those  of  other  minds^ 
that  is  our  own^  you  will  find  yourself  embarrassed 
with  a  difficulty  similar  to  that  of  TertuUian,  Laclan« 
tins,  and  Athanasius;  and  must  explain  to  us  how  it 
comes  to  pass,  that  if  the  contemplation  of  the  divine 
perfections  of  the  Father  necessarily  produced '  a  di- 
stinct person  in  him,  fully  equal  to  himself^  a  marit 
contemplation  of  such  perfections,  or  powers,  as  he  is 
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posisessed  of^  should  not  produce  another  intelUgent 
person  fully  equal  to  himself? 

Tou  willy  perhaps,  say  (though  you  can  have  no- 
thing to  authorize  it)  that  the  impossibility  of  pro- 
ducing this  in  man,  is  the  imperfection  of  his  faculties^ 
Jor  his  limited  power  of  contemplating  them.  But  to 
xut  off  that  subterfuge,  I  will  ask,  why  the  contempla- 
tion of  the  Son's  perfections^  which  you  suppose  to  be 
fully  equal  to  those  of  the  Father,  and  whose  energy 
of  contemplation  you  must  likewke  suppose  equal  to 
4hat  of  theTather,  does  not  produce  another  intelligent 
i>eing  equal  to  himself^  and  why  are  not  persons  in  the 
Godhead^  in  this  manner,  muldplied  ad  infinitum  ?  If, 
for  any  incomprehensible  reason,  this  mysterious  power 
of  generation  be  peculiar  to  the  Father,  why  does  it 
not  sdll  operate  ?  Is  he  hot  an  pnchangeable  being,  the 
same  now  that  he  was  from  the  beginning,  his  perfec* 
tions  the  same,  and  his  power  of  contemplating  them 
the  same  ?  Why  then  are  not  more  sons  produced  ? 
Is  he  become  ayovogf  incapable  of  this  generadon,  as 
the  orthodox  fathers  used  to  ask  ?  Or  does  it  depend 
upon  his  will  and  pleasure^  whether  he  will  exert  this 
power  of  generation  ?  If  so,  is  not  the  Son  as  much  a 
creature^  depending  on  the  will  of  the  creator,  as  any 
thing  else  produced  by  him,  though  in  another  man- 
ner;  and  this  whether  he  be  of  the  same  substance, 
i^LdWinog^  with  him,  or  not  ? 

I  should  also  like  to  know  in  what  manner  the  third 
person  in  the  trinity  was  produced.  Was  it  by  the  joints 
exerdon  of  the  two  first,  in  the  contemplation  of  thdr 
respecdve  perfections  ?  If  so,  why  does  not  the  same 
operation  in  them  produce  2l  fourth  f  &c.  &c.  &c. 

Admitting,  however,  this  strange  account  of  the  gj> 
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neration  of  the  trinity,  (equal  in  absurdity  to  any  thing 
in  the  Jewish  cabala,)  viz.  that  the  personal  existence 
of  the  Son  necessarily  flows  from  the  intdlect  of  the 
Father  exerted  on  itself,  it  certainly  implies  a  virtual 
priority  or  superiority  in  the  Father  with  respect  to 
the  Son  ;  and  no  being  can  be  properly  God  who  has 
any  superior.  In  short,  your  scheme  eflFectually  over- 
turns the  doctrine  of  the  proper  equality  as  well  as  that 
of  the  unity  of  the  three  persons  in  the  trinity. 

Indeed,  Sir,  had  you  lived  in  some  former  ticlclish 
times,  when  words  were  more  narrowly  watched  than 
they  are  now,  1  think  you  would  have  run  some  risk 
of  being  accused  of  heresy,  for  thus  boldly  making 
the  second  person  in .  the  trinity  to  be  nothing  more 
than  an  effect^  though  the  necessary  effect  of  the  Fa- 
ther's contemplation  of  his  own  perfections.  Far  from 
this  was  Dr.  Waterland,  and  all  the  strict  Athanasians 
of  the  last  age.  They  maintained  that  the  trinity  con* 
sisted  of  threie  persons,  all  truly  independent  of  each 
other.  It  is,  indeed,  very  amusing  to  observe  how 
many  totally  discordant  opinions,  schemes  as  distant 
from  each  other  as  light  and  darkness,  all  pass  for 
orthodoxy  in  this  heedless  age ;  in  which  we  have  no 
councils,  synods,  or  convocations,  to  watch  over  the 
faith.  Ertdr  itself  is  hardly  more  various  than  modem 
truth. 

III. 

You  cannot  but  acknowledge  that  the  proper  object 
of  prayer  is  God  the  Father,  whom  you  call  the  first 
person  in  the  trinity.  Indeed,  you  cannot  find  in  the 
scriptures  any  precept  that  will  authorize  us^to  address 
ourselves  to  any  other  person,  nor  any  proper  example 
,of  it.    Every  thing  that  you  can  allege  to  this  t>^rpo8e^ 
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as  Stq>hen*8  short  qaculatory  address  to  Christ,  iR^hom 
he  had  just  before  seen  in  vision,  &c«  is  very  inconsider- 
able. Our  Saviour  himself  always  prayed  to  his  Fa* 
ther,  and  with  as  much  humility  and  resignation  as  the 
most  dependent  being  in  the  universe  could  possibly 
do ;  always  addressing  him  as  his ya^Aer,  or  the  author 
of  his  being  ;  and  he  directs  his  disciples  to  pray  to 
the  same  great  being,  whom  only^  he  says,  we  ought  to 
serve. 

Had  he  intended  to  guard  against  all  mistake  on  this 
subject^  by  spealdngof  God  as  the  author  of  his  bemg, 
in  the  same  sense  in  which  he  is  the  author  of  being 
to  all  men,  he  could  not  have  done  it  more  expressly 
than  he  has,  by  calling  him  lus  father  and  our  father, 
his  God  and  our  God.  At  the  same  time  he  calls  his 
disciples  his  brethren  *.  Go  to  my  brethren^  and  say 
unto  them^  I  ascend  unto  my  father  and  your  father  j 
to  my  God  and  your  God.  Can  you.  Sir,  read  this, 
and  say  that  we  unitarians  wrest  the  scriptures^  and  are 
not  guided  by  the  plain  sense  of  them  ? 

Accordingly,  the  practice  of  praying  to  the  Father 
only,  was  long  universal  in  the  christian  church ;  the 
short  addresses  to  Christ,  as  those  in  the  Litany,  Lardy 
have  mercy  on  us,  Christ,  have  mercy  on  us^  being  com- 
paratively of  late  date.  In  the  Clementine  liturgy,  the 
oldest  that  is  extant,  contained  in  the  Apostolical  Con- 
stitutions which  were  probably  composed  about  thefourth 
century,  there  is  no  trzCe  of  any  such  thing.  Origen^  in 
a  large  treatise  on  the  subject  of  prayer,  urges  very  for- 
cibly the  propriety  of  praying  to  the  Father  only,  and  not 
to  Christ}  and  as  he  gives  no  hints  that  the  public  forms 

*  John  XX.  17. 
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of  prayer  had  any  thing  reprehensible  in  thim  in  that 
respect,  we  are  naturally  led  to  conclude  that^  in  his 
time,  such  petitions  to  Christ  were  unknown  in  the 
public  assemblies  of  christians;  and  such  hold  have 
early  established  custom,s  on  the  minds  of  men,  that, 
excepting  the  Moravians  only,  whose  prayers  are.  al- 
ways addressed  to  Christ,  the  general  practice  of  tri- 
nitarians  themselves  is  to  pray  to  the  Father  only. 

Now  please.  Sir,  to  consider  on  what  principle 
could  this  early  and  universal  practice  have  been 
founded.  What  is  there  in  your  doctrine  of  a  trinity, 
consisting  of  three  equal  persons,  to  entitle  tlie  Father 
to  that  distinction  more  than  the  Son  or  the  Spirit  ?  I 
doubt  not  but  that,  considering  the  thing  ab  initio^  yon 
yourself  would  have  thought  that,  since  of  these  three 
persons  it  is  the  second  that  was  the  maker  of  the  world 
and  that  is  the  immediate  governor  of  ity  he  13  that 
person  of  the  three  vrith  whom  we  have  most  to  do ; 
and  therefore  he  is  that  person  to  whom  our  prayera 
ought  to  be  addressed.  This,  I  should  think,  would 
have  been  a  natural  conclusion,  even  if  Christ  had  not 
been  thought  to  be  equal  to  the  Father,  but  only  the 
maker  and  the  governor  of  the  world  under  him  % 
supposing  him  to  have  had  power  originally  given  him 
equal  to  the  making  and  governing  of  it,  as  I  have 
shown  at  large  in  my  Disquisitions  on  Matter  and  Spi« 
rit,  vol  i;  p.  376.  For  we  should  naturally  look  up 
to  that  being  on  whom  we  immediately  depend,  know« 
ing  that  it  must  be  his  proper  province  to  attend  to  us. 

If  there  should  have  been  any  reason  in  the  nature 
of  things,  though  undiscoverable  and  incomprehen« 
sible  by  us,  why  the  world  should  have  been  made  and 
l^pported  by  some  being  of  communicated  power  an4 

02  ^ 
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delegated  authority^  rather  than  by  the  self-existent  and 
supreme  being  himself,  (and  if  the  fact  be  so,  there 
must  have  been  some  good  reason  for  it,)  that  unknown 
reason,  whatever  it  be,  naturaljy  presents  this  derived 
being  to  us  as  the  proper  object  of  our  prayers.  And 
I  must  observe  once  more,  that  a  derived  preexistent 
being,  supposed  to  animate  the  body  of  Jesus,  and  who 
is  not  also  the  maker  of  the  world,  is  a  creature  of 
imagination  only,  whose  existence  is  not  to  be  inferred^ 
with  the  least  colourable  pretext,  from  the  scriptures. 
If  the  sacred  writers  do  represent  Christ  as  having  pre- 
existed at  all,  they  certainly  suppose  him  to  be  the 
maker  of  all  things.  Let  those,  therefore,  who  pre- 
tend to  mountain  the  Arian  hypothesis  dther  assert  it 
in  its  original  and  proper  extent,  or  else  abandon  it  al- 
together. 

But  suppo^ng  this  second  person  in  the  trinity  to 
be  our  independent  maker,  governor,  and  final  judge, 
the  propriety  of  praying  to  him,  and  to  him  exclusively, 
is  so  obvious,  that  no  consideration  whatever  coufd 
have  prevented  the  practice,  if  such  had  been  the  real 
belief  of  the  christian  world  from  the  beginning.  That 
christians  did  not  do  so  at  first,  but  prayed  habitually 
to  the  Father  only,  is  therefore  with  me  almost  a  de- 
monstration that  they  did  not  consider  Christ  in  that 
light ;  but  that,  whatever  they  miglft  ttunk  of  him, 
*  they  did  not  regard  him  as  being  a  proper  object  of 
worships  and  consequently  not  as  possessed  of  the  at- 
tributes that  are  proper  to  constitute  him  one,  and 
therefore  not  as  truly  God.  The  persuasion  that  he 
was  truly  God,  and  that  God  on  v^hom  we  immediately 
depend,  would  unavoidably  have  drawn  after  it  the  ha- 
bitual practice  of  praying  to  him,  as  it  has  at  length 
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effected  with  respect  to  the  Moravians ;  and  in  spite  of 
constant  usage,  and  against  all  scripture  precept  and 
example,  the  practice  has  more  .or  less  prevailed  with 
all  trinitarians.  Petrarch,  we  find  by  his  Letters^  gene« 
rjilly  prayed  to  Christ ;  that  pious  treatise  of  Thomas- 
a>K.empis,  On  the  imitation  of  Christy  consists  of 
nothing  besides  addresses  to  him,  and  they  compose 
the  greater  part  of  the  litany  in  the  Church  of  En- 
gland. 

When  Iwas  myself  a  trinitarian,  I  remember  pray- 
ing conscientiously  to  all  the  three  persons  without  -di-  . 
stinction,  only  beginning  with  the  Father ;  and  what  I 
myself  did  in  the  serious  simplicity  of  my  heart,  when 
young,  would,  I  doubt  not,  have  been  done  by  all 
christians  from  the  beginning,  if  their  minds  had  then 
been  impressed,  as  mine  was,  with  the  firm  persuasion 
that  all  the  three  persons  were  fully  equal  in  power, 
wisdom,  goodness,  omnipresence,  and  all  divine  attri- 
butes. This  argument  I  recommend  to  your  serious 
consideration,  as  it  is  with  me  a  sufficient  proof  that, 
originally,  Christ  was  not  considered  as  a  proper  object 
of  worship  by  christians,  and  consequently  neither  as 
God,  nor  as  th^  n^aker  or  governor  of  the  world  under 

Go4, 

IV. 

I  wish  yoii  would  reflect  a  little  on  the  subject,  and 
then  inform  us  what  there  is  in  the  doctrine  of  the 
trinity,  in  itself  considered^  that  can  recommend  it  as 
a  part  of  a  system  of  religious  truth.  All  that  can  be 
said  for  it  is,  that  the  doctrine,  however  improbable  in 
itself,  is  necessary  to  explain  some  particular  texts  of 
^ripture  J  and  that,  if  it  had  not  been  for  those  parti- 
cular texts,  we  should  have  found  no  want  of  it.   Far 
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there  is  neither  any  hct  in  nature^  nor  any  one  purpose 
of  morals  J  (which  are  the  object  and  end  of  all  reli* 
gion,)  that  requires  it. 

Is  not  one  self-existent,  almighty,  infinitely  wise, 
and  perfectly  good  being  fully  equal-  to  the  production 
of  all  things,  and  also  to  the  support  and  government 
of  the  worlds  which  he  has  made  ?  A  second  person 
in  the  godhead  cannot  be  really  wanted  for  this  pur* 
pose»  as  far  as  we  can  conceive. 

Whatever  liiay  be  meant  by  the  redemption  of  the 
worldy  is  not  the  being  who  made  it  equal  to  that  also  ? 
If  his  creatures  offend  him,  and  by  repentance  and  re« 
ibrmaiion  become  the  proper  objects  of  his  forgive* 
Hess,  is  it  not  more  natural  to  suppose  that  he  has 
within  himself  a  power  of  forgiving  them,  and  of  re* 
storing  them  to  his  favour,  without  the  strange  expe* 
dtent  of  another  person,  fully  equal  to  himself,  conde- 
scending to  animate  a  human  body,  and  dying  for  us  } 
We  never  think  of  any  similar  expedient  in  order  to 
forgive,  with  the  gr^test  propriety  and  effect,  offences 
committed  by  our  children  against  ourselves. 

Whatever  you  suppose  to  be  the  use  of  a  third  per^ 
son  in  the  trinity,  is  not  the  influence  of  the  first  per* 
son  suflicient  for  that  also  ?  The  descent  of  the  holy 
spint  upon  the  s^postles  was  to  enable  them  to  work 
miracles;  But  when  our  Saviour  ^  was  on  earth,  the 
fbther  within  Mm^  and  acting  by  him,  did  the  same 
thing. 

Tou  also  cannot  deny  that,  exclusive  of  some  parti* 
cular  tei(ts,  the  general  tenor  of  scripture  does  not 
suppose  such  a  trinity  as  you  contend 'fon  Is  it  not 
the  general  tenor  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  that 
the  supreme  Qod  himself,  and  not  any  otI)er  person 
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actiog  under  him,  was  the  proper  maker  of  the  trprld ; 
and  that  he  himself,  and  not  any  other  bdng,  supports 
and  governs  it  ?  Is  not  the  same  great  being,  the  God 
and  Father  of  us  all^  and  even  the  God  and  Father  of 
our  Lord  Jestis  Christ j  represented  as  forgiving  the 
sins  of  his  penitent  offspring  yree/y,  and  exhorting  us 
to  forgive  as  we  ourselves  hope  to  be  forgiven  ?  And 
are  we  to  require  any  ransom,  recompense,  or  atone- 
ment, of  a  penitent  brother  ? 

Tou  will  say  that  there  are  obscure  intimations  of 
the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  in  the  Old  Testament,  as  in 
God*s  saying  Let  us  make  man^  and  Let  us  go  down 
and  confound  their  language^  &c.  But  even  that  lite- 
ral interpretation  of  these  expressions  which  you  con* 
tend  for  does  not  really  favour  your  hypothesis.  For 
then  there  must  have  been  at  least  two  persons  con- 
cerned in  making  the  world,  and  also  two  or  more 
persons  must  have  had  that  intercourse  with  mankind, 
wMch  you  say  was  the  province  of  the  second  person 
in  the  trinity  only. 

The  plural  number  f<H*ming  the  regal  style  in  the 
Eastj  furnishes  a  very  easy  explanation  of  all  such  texts 
as  these ;  especially  considering  that  the  word  denot- 
ing God  in  Hebrew  is  in  the  plural  number. 

Why  then,  dear  Sir,  should  you  be  so  desirous  of 
retaining  such  a  doctrine  as  this  of  the  trinity,  which 
you  must  acknowledge  has  an  uncouth  appearance, 
has  always  confounded  the  best  reason  of  mankind, 
and  drives  us  to  the  undesirable  doctrine  of  infixplicable 
mysteries  J — ^to  the  great  offence  of  Jews,  Mahometans, 
.  and  unbelievers  in  general, — without^  some  urgent  ne- 
.  cessity  ?  Of  two  diiGculties  we  are  always  authorized  to  ^ 
choose  the  least  \  and  why  should  ve  risk  the  whole 
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of  Christianity  for  the  sake  of  so  unnecessary,  and  uii« 
desirable  a  part  ? 

Try,  then,  whether  you  cannot  hit  upon  some  me- 
thod or  other  of  reconciling  a  few  particular  texts,  not 
only  with  common  sense^  but  also  with  the  general  and 
the  obvious  tenor  of  the  scriptures  themselves.  '  In 
this  you  will,  no  doubt, .  find  some  difficulty  at  first, 
^-om  the  effect  of  early  impressions  and  association  of 
ide^s ;  but  an  attention  to  the  true  idiom  of  the  scrip* 
ture  language,  with  such  helps  as  you  may  want,  but 
will  easily  find^  fpr  the  purpose,  will  satisfy  you,  that 
the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  furnishes  no  proper  clue  to 
the  right  understanding  of  those  texts,  but  will  only 
serve  to  mislead  you. 

In  the  mean  time,  this  doctrine  of  the  trinity  wears 
so  disagreeable  an  aspect,  that  I  think  every  reasonably 
man  must  say,  with  the  excellent  Archbishop  Tillotsou 
with  respect  to  the  Athanasian  creed,/'  I  wish  we  were 
well  rid  pf  it/'  This  is  not  setting  up  reason  agaiwt 
the  scriptures,  but  reconciling  reason  with  the  scrips 
tures,  and  the  scriptures. with  themselves.  On  your 
^hem^  they  are  irreqoncilably  at  variance. 

In  a  mode  of  writing  altogether  improper  in  a  se- 
rious discourse,  you  ridicule  the  Socinian  interpreta- 
tions of  scripture  as  unnatural,  ai^d  contrary  to  their 
obvious  meaning  y  and  aft^r  a  long  enumeration  of 
things,  which  you  say  may  be  clear  to  my  apprehen* 
sion^  but  which  you  insinuate  can  never  be  clear  to  th<i 
apprehension  of  any  xnan,  you  add,  p.  14.  '^  But  to 
others,  who  have  not  sagacity  to  discern  that  the  true 

meftnin^  of  an  iqspired  writer  must  b^  tkf  reverse  gf 
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the  natural  and  obvious  sense  of  the  expressions  which 
be  employs,  the  force  of  the  conclusion^  that  the  pri- 
mitive christians  could  not  believe  our  Lord  to  be  more 
than  a  mere  man,  because  the  apostles  had  told  them 
that  he  was  the  creator  of  the  universe,,  will  be  little 
understood." 

In  answer  to  this,  which  I  suppose  you  intended  for 
irony ^  and  whicti'  I  shall  not  endeavour  to  retort,  I 
shall  content  myself  with  taking  the  very  text  which 
you  produce,  as  the  most  difficult  for  an  unitarian  to 
reconci\e  to  his  opinion,  and  show  you  expressions  in 
it  which  it  is  absolutely  impossible  for  you  to  accom* 
modate  to  your  own  principles,  without,  to  adopt  your 
own  language,  '^  making  the  true  meaning  of  the  wri« 
ter  the  very  reverse  of  the  natural  and  obvious  sense 
of  the  expressions  which  he  employs." 

The  passage,  which  is  of  your  own  selection,  is 
CdL  i.  15,  2cc.  in  which  Paul  affirms  that  Christ  is 
Hit  image  of  the  invisible  God,  and  ihejirst^bom  of 
every  creature  ;  and  yet  you  make  him  not  the  image 
of  God,  but  God  himself,  and  so  far  from  being  a 
creature,  that  he  is  the  creator  of  all  things.  Produce 
any  Socinian  interpretation  of  a  text  of  scripture  more 
directly  contrary  to  its  obvious  meaning,  if  you  can. 
Whatever  difficulty  an  unitarian  may  find  in  accom- 
modating the  latter  part  of  the  passage  to  his  senti* 
ments,  you  must  find  much  more  to  accommodate  the 
former  part  to  the  Athanasian  doctrine.  And  I  will 
venture  to  ss^y,  that  for  one  text  in  which  you  can  pre« 
t^nd  to  find  any  thing  harsh  or  difficult  to  me^  I  will 
engage' to  produce  ten  that  niiust  create  more  difficulty 
Uf  you. 

How  stnuigely  must  you  torture  the  plainest  laa- 
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guage,  and  in  which  there  is  not  a  shadov  of  figure^ 
to  interpret  to  your  purpose,  1  Tim.  it.  5«  TAe^e  u 
cne  God^  and  one  mediator  between  God  and  man^  the 
man  Christ  Jesus  ;  1  Cor.  viii.  6*  To  m  there  is  bui 
one  Godj  the  Father^  of  whom  are  all  things,  and  we 
in  him  ;  and  one  Lord  Jesus  Christy  by  whom  are  all 
things  J  and  we  by  him ;  or  that  expression  of  our  Sa« 
viour  himself,  John  xvii.  3.  That  they  might  know 
thee,  the  only  true  God,  and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou 
hast  sent.  Never  upbraid  us  unitarians  with  torturing 
the  scriptures,  while  you  have-  these  and  a  hundred 
other  plain  texts  to  strain  at,  and  bend  to  y^ur  Atha- 
nasian  hypothesis ;  besides  many  general  arguments, 
from  reason  and  the  scriptures,  of  more  real  force  than 
any  particular  texts,  to  answer. 

VI. 

There  is  something  inexplicable,  and  not  to  be  ac- 
counted for,  in  the  conduct  of  several  of  the  evange- 
lists, indeed  all  of  them,  upon  the  supposition  of  their 
having  entertained  the  same  sentiments  concerning 
Christ  that  you  do.  Each  of  the  gospels  was  certainly 
intended  to  be  a  sufficient  instruction  ip  the  fundamen- 
tal principles  of  the  doctrine  of  Christianity.  But  there 
is  nothing  that  can  be  called  an  account  of  the  divine 
or  even  the  super-angelic  nature  of  Christ  in  the  go- 
spels of  Matthew,  Mark,  or  Luke ;  and  allowing  that 
there  may  be  some  colour  for  it  in  the  introduction  of 
the  gospel  of  John,  it  is  remarkable  that  there  are 
many  passages  in  his  gospel  which  are  decisively  in 
favour  of  his  simple  humanity. 

Now  these  evangelists  could  not  imagine  that  dther 
the  Jews  or  the  Gentiles,  for  whose  use  the  gospels 
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itere  written,  wouia  stand  in  no  need  of  information 
on  a  subject  of  so  much  importance,  and  which  was 
so  very  remote  from  the  apprehensions  of  them  both ; 
and  which  would  at  the  same  time  have  so  effectually 
covered  the  reproach  of  the  cross ,  which  was  con- 
tinually objected  to  the  christians  of  that  age.  If  the 
doctrine  of  the  trinity  be  true,  it  is,  no  doubt,  in  the 
highest  degree  important  and  interesting.  Since,  there- 
fore, the  evangelists  give  no  certain  and  distinct  ac- 
count of  it,  and  say  nothing  of  its  importance,  it  may 
be  safely  inferred  that  it  was  unknown  to  them. 

Why  was  not  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  taught  ^^ 
explicitly,  and  in  as  definite  a  manner,  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament at  least,  as  the  doctrine  of  the  divine  uniii/  it 
taught  in  both  the  Old  and  New  Testaments,  if  it  be 
a  truth  ?  And  why  is  the  doctrine  of  the  unity  always 
delivered  in  so  unguarded  a  man.ner,  and  without  any 
exception  made  in  favour  of  the  trinity,  to  prevent  any 
mistake  with"  respect  to  it,  as. is  always  now  done  in 
our  orthodox  catechisms,  creeds,  and  discourses  on  the 
subject  ?  f'or  you  cannot  deny  but  the  doctrine  of  1th€ 
trinity  looks  so  like  an  infringement  of  that  of  the 
itnity,  on  which  the  greatest  possible  stress  is  always 
laid  in  the  scriptures,  that  it  required  to  be  at  least 
hinted  at,  if  not  well  defined  and  explained,  when  the 
divine  unity  was  spoken  of.  You  are  content,  how- 
ever, to  bufld  so  strange  and  inexplicable  a  doctrine  as 
that  of  the  trinity  upon  mere  inferences  from  casual 
expressions,  and  cannot  pretend  to  one  clear,  express, 
and  unequivocal  lesson  on  the  subject 

There  are  many,  very  many  passages  of  scripture, 
which  inculcate  the  doctrine  of  the  divine  unity  in  the 
dearest  and  strongest  manner.  F^roduce  one  such  pas- 
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and  Gabriel,  should  we  ever  after  this  call  them 
men  ?  Certainly  not.  .  But  we  should  naturally  say  to 
our  friends,  *'  Those  two  persons  whom  we  took  to  be 
men  are  hot  merij  but  angels  in  disguise*^  This  lan- 
guage would  be  natural.  Had  Christy  therefore,  been 
any  thing  more  than  man  before  he  came  into  the 
world,  and  especially  had  he  been  God,'  or  the  maker 
of  the  world,  he  never  could  have  been,  or  have  been 
considered  as  being,  a  man^  while  he  was  in  it ;  for  he 
could  not  divest  himself  of  his  superior  and  proper 
nature.  However  disguised^  he  would  always,  in  fecr, 
have  been  whatever  he  had  been  before,  and  would 
have  been  so  styled  by  all  who  truly  knew  him. 

Least  of  all  would  Christ  have  been  considered  as  % 
man  in  reasoning  and  argumentation^  though  his  ex- 
ternal appearance  should  have  so  far  pJt  men  off  their 
guard  as  to  lead  them  to  /give  him  that  appellation* 
Had  the  apostle  Paul  considered  Christ  as  being  any 
thing  more  than  a  man  with  respect  to  his  naiure^  he 
could  never  have  urged,  with  the  least  propriety  or  ef- 
fect, that  as  by  man  came  deaths  so  by  man  came  als9 
the  resurrection  of  the  dead.  For  it  might  have  been 
unanswerably  replied,  ^*  This  is  not  the  case :  for  in- 
deed  by  man  comes  death ;  but  not  by  man,  but  by 
God,  or  the  creator  of  man  under  God,  comes  the 
.resurrection  of  tbe  dead." 

-       VIII. 

There  is  also  another  consideration  which  I  would 
recommend  to  you  who  maintain  that  Christ  was  either 
God,  or  the  maker  oF  the  world  under  God.  It  is 
this.  The  manner  in  which  our  Lord  speaks  of  him- 
pelf,  and  of  the  power  by  which  he  worked  miracles, 
is  inconsistent,  accprding  to  the  common  constructioa 
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of  language,  with  the  idea  of  his  being  possessed  of  any 
proper  power  of  his  own,  more  than  other  men  had* 

If  Christ  was  the  maker  of  the  world,  and  if  in  the 
creation  he  exerted  no  power  but  what  properly  be- 
longed to  himself,  and  what  was  as  much  his  own  as 
the  power  of  speaking  or  walking  belongs  to  msui, 
(though  depending  ultimately  upon  that  supreme  power 
in  which  we  all  live,  and  move,  and  have  our  being,) 
he  could  not  with  any  propriety,  and  without  knowing 
that  he  must  be  misunderstood,  have  said  thztqf  fiim" 
selfh^  could  do  nothings  that  the  worck  which  he  spake 
were  not  his  own.  and  that  the  Father  within  him  did 
the  works.  For  if  any'ordinary  man,  doing  what  other 
men  usually  do,  should  apply  this  language  to  himself, 
;md  say  that  it  was  not  he  that  spake  or  acted,  but  Go4 
who  spake  and  acted  by  him,  and  that  otherwise  he 
was  not  capable  of  so  speaking  or  acting  at  all,  we 
should  not  scruple  to  say  that  his  language  was  either 
sophistical,  or  else  downright  false  or  blasphemous. 

If  this  conclusion  would  be  just  upon  the  supposi- 
tion that  Christ  had  created  all  things,  working  miracles 
by  a  power  properly  his  own,  though  derived  ultimately 
from  God,  much  more  force  has  it  on  the  supposition 
of  his  working  miracles  by  a  power  not  derived  from 
any  being  whatever,  but  as  much  originally  in  himself 
as  the  power  of  the  Father  *. 

*  That  Christ  was  not  the  real  maker  of  the  world,  but  God 

the  Fatfeer  only,  without  the  aid  or  instrumentality  of  any  other 

being  whatever,  is  abundantly  evident  from  the  scriptures.     For 

;  a  most  satisfactoryj>roof  of  this  I  refer  my  readers  to  Mr.  Lind* 

sey's  Sequel  to  his  Apology,  ch.  ix.  p.  451. 

If  it  be  said  that  this  great  pre-existenc  being  was  divested  of 
his  former  powers  when  he  became  man,  it  may  be  asked,  What 
use  was  there  of  such  a  being  ?  Why  might  not  a  mere  man  have 
answered  the  purpose,  if  this  superior  being  must  be  reduced  to 
die  state  of  man,  in  order  to  act  bis  part  on  earth  with  propriety? 
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Ic  would  also  be  a  shocking  abuse  of  language,  and 

would  Warrant  any  kind  of  deception  and  imposition^ 

if  Christ  could  be  supposed  to  say  that  his  Father  was 

greater  than  he,  and  at  the  same  time  secretly  mean 

only  his  human  nature,  whereas  his  divine  nature  was 

at  the  same  time  fully  equal  to  that  of  the  Father. 

Upon  the  same  principle  a  man  might  say  that  Christ 

.  never  suffered,  that  he  never  died,  or  rose  again  froni 

the  dead,  meaning  his  divine  nature  only,  and  not  his 

human.    Indeed,  Sir,  there  is  no  use  in  language,  nor 

any  guard  agadnst  deception,  if  such  liberties  as  these 

are  to  be  allowed. 

IX. 

Tou  must.  Sir,  be  much  at  a  loss  indeed  for  argu- 
ments in  support  of  your  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  Vfhea 
you  look  for  any  thing  like  it  in  heathen  antiquity. 
*•  The  notion  of  a  trinity,"  you  say,  p.  44.  "  more  or 
less  removed  from  the  purity  of  the  christian  faith,  is 
found  to  be  a  leading  principle  in  all  the  ancient  schools 
of  philosophy,  and  in  the  religions  of  almost  all  nations; 
and  traces  of  an  early  popular  belief  of  it  appear  even 
in  the  abominable  rites  of  idolatrous  worship.  Their 
information  concerning  it,**  you  say^  p.  45.  **  could 
only  be  drawn  from  tradition,  founded  upon  earlier 
revelations,**  (meaning  than  those  of  Moses,)  *^  from 
the  scattered  fragments  of  the  ancient  patriarchal  creed^ 
that  creed  which  was  universal  before  the  defection  of 
the  first  idolaters,  which  vthe  corruptions  of  idolatry, 
groQs  and  enormous  as  they  were,  could  never  totally 
obliterate.  Thus  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  is  rather 
coqfhined  'than  discredited  by  the  suffrage  of  the  hea- 
then sages;  &ince  the  resemblance  of  the  christian 
faith  and  the  jpagan  philosophy  in  this  artfcle,  when 
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fairly  interpreted,  appears  to  be  nothing  less  than  the 
consent  of  the  latest  and  earliest  revelations/* 

Without  troubling  you  with  any  remarks  upon  the 
**  joint  worship  of  Jupiter,  Juno,  and  Minerva,  the 
triad,*'  as  you  call  them,  "  of  the  Roman  caphol,"  or 
the  THREE  MIGHTY  ONES,  in  Samothracc,  to  which 
you  say,  p.  44.  they  may  be  traced ;  and  the  worship 
of  which  in  that  place  you  suppose,  with  Eusebius,  to 
be  earlier  than  the  days  of  Abraham  ;  I  say,  without 
troubling  you  with  any  remarks  upon  this  most  ob- 
scure part  of  heathen  mythology,  concerning  which 
there .  are  many  opinions,  and  yours  I  think  the  least 
probable  of  them  all,  I  will  only  ask  you  three  ques- 
tions, to  which  I  beg  your  explicit  answer. 

First,  If  there  be  so  many  traces  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  trinity  in  the  heathen  philosophy,  and  in  the  hea- 
then. worship,  why  are  there  no  more  of  them  to  be 
found  in  the  Jewish  scriptures  and  in  the  Jewish  wor- 
ship ?  Secondly,  If  there  be  such  traces  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  trinity  in  the  Jewish  writings  and  worship^  how 
came  the  Jews  in  our  Saviour's  time,  and  also  the  body 
of  the  Jewish  nation  to  this  day,  not  to  discover  these 
traces  ?  Thirdly,  If  the  Jews  had  been  once  in  the  pos- 
session of  this  knowledge,  but  had  lost  it  in  the  time 
of  our  Saviour,  why  did  not  he,  who  rectified  other 
abuses,  rectify  this,  the  most  important  of  them  all? 
Tertullian  was  so  far  from  imagining  that  the  worship 
of  the  trinity  was  known  to  the  Jews,  that,  as  I  have 
observed,  vol.  i.  p.  60,  be  makes  the  knowledge  of  the 
trinity  peculiar  to  the  christian  dispensatioD.  The  same 
was  the  opinion  of  Athanasiusj  and  I'  believe  the  fa- 
thers in  general. 

As  to  the  trinity  of  Plato,  whatever  you  or  I  m^T 
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know,  or  may  not  knowy  concerning  it,  it  was  certainly 
a  thing  very  unlike  your  Athanasian  doctrine ;  for  it 
was  never  imagined  that  the  three  cojnponent  memberg 
of  that  trinity  were  either  equaj  to  each  other,  or  strictly 
Speaking  one. 

Every  attempt  that  has  yet  been  made  to  explain 
the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  I  scruple  not  to  call  an  in* 
suit  on  the  common  sense  of  mankind.  When  I  read 
that  of  yours  mentioned  above,  viz.  that  the  Father  is 
the  fountain  of  deity,  and  that  the  second  person  in 
the  trinity  was  produced  by  the  first  person  concern* 
pladng  his  own  perfections,  I  can  hardly  help  fancy- 
ing that  I  am  got  back  into  the  very  darkest  of  the 
dark  ages,  or  at  least  that  I  am  reading  Peter  Lom- 
bard, Thomas  Aquinas,  or  Duns  Scotus. 

You  speak  of  the  catholic  doctrine  of  the  trinity. 
There  is  also.  Sir,  a  catholic  doctrine  of  transubstan^ 
iiation ;  and  if  you  would  try  your  skill,  you  would 
find  that,  with  the  same  kind  of  arguments,  from  rea« 
son  and  scripture,  you  would  be  just  as  able  an  advo- 
cate for  the  one  as  you  are  for  the  othei'.  The  learned 
catholics  at  the  time  of  the  Reformation  thought  that 
they  trod  on  as  firm  and  as  sure  ground  in  defending 
the  latter^  as  you  now  do  in  defending  the  former. 
The  two  doctrines  are  so  nearly  akin,  that  they  cannot 
bear  a  long  separation.  They  differ  only  in  this,  that 
the  doctrine  of  transubstantiation  implies  a  physical 
impassibility y  whereas  that  of  the  trinity,  as  unfolded 
in  the  Athanasian  creed,  implies  a  mathematical  one ; 
and  to  this  only  we  usually  give  the  name  of  contra'^ 
diction. 

I  am  truly  concerned  to  find  by  your  Charge,  pub* 
lished  at  the  request  of  the  respectable  body  of  Clergy, 
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to  vfhom  it. was  delivered^  that  the  doctrine  of  a  tri- 
nity ^  in  its  most  objectionable  form,  must  be  maintain- 
ed at  all  events  by  the  proper  members  of  the  church 
of  England  as  its  most  sacred  palladium.  Other  di-> 
vines  of  your  church  have  attempted  to  explain  and 
palliate  it,  so  that  it  might  be  hoped  that,  in  time,  it 
would  have  been  explained  away  and  lost^  and  at 
length  have  been  struck  out  of  your  articles  and  forms 
oiF  worship  ;  whereas  now,  it  seems,  it  is  to  be  main- 
tained in  all  its  rigour ;  and  as  you  recommend  the 
writings  of  Bishop  Bull,  without  exception,  I  presume 
you  approve  of  his  Defence  of  the  damnatory  clause 
in  the  Athanasian  creed,  (indeed  you  mention  this 
among  his  most  valuable  works,)  and  this  in  my  opi- 
nion is  going  back  into  all  the  darkness  and  horror  of 
popery.  But  as  you  cannot  bring  back  those  times, 
your  damnatory  clauses  and  excommunications  will 
now  have  little  effect.  Yet,  as  there  are  liberal  senti- 
ments in  your  performance,  I  am  willing  to  hope 
that,  on  re-consideration,  you  will,  at  least,  retract 
your  recommendation  oi^thai  piece  of  your  favourite 
author. 

However,  next  to  the  church's  reforming  itself  in 
this  important  article,  it  is  to  be  wished  by  all  the  true 
friends  of  reformation,  that  your  terms  of  communion, 
p.  7 1 ,  may  be  universally  understood  and  adhered  to ; 
ror  then  I  am  confident  that  a  majority  of  the  thinking 
clergy,  whose  sentiments  on  this  subject  are  in  general, 
I  believe,  those  of  Dr.  Clarke,  or  Arian,  and  many  of 
them  Socinian,  would  quit  your  communion  at  once. 
And  in  that  case  I  have  little  doubt  but  that  the  cha- 
racters and  abilities  of  those  ejected  clergy  would  be 
found  to  be  jsuch  as  you  could  not  now.  bear  the  wailt 
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of;  and  then  either  a  reformation,  invitd  ecclesid^  or 
a  total  dissolution  of  the  hierarchy,  would  immediatelf 
follow.  lam,  &c. 


LETTER    VIIL 
Miscellaneous  Articlesi 

I. 
Dear  Sir, 

Xo  vindicate  Eusebius,  or  hss  author,  in  asserting  that 
Theodotus  was  the  first  who  advanced  tht  doctrine  of 
Christ  being  a  mere  man,  you  say,  p.  37,  *^  that  Theo- 
dotus in  this  article  so  far  surpassed  the  earlier  heresi- 
archs,  that  the  merit  of  being  the  inventor  of  the  m^re 
humanity,  in  the  precise  and  full  meaning  of  the  words, 
is  with  great  propriety  and  truth  ascribed  to  him. 
When  the  Cerinthians  and  the  Ebionites  affirmed  that 
Jesus  had  no  existence  previous  to  Mary's  conception, 
and  that  he  was  literally  and  physically  the  carpent^'s 
son,  it  might  justly  be  said  of  them,  that  they  asserted 
the  mere  humanity  of  the  Redeemer }  especially  as  it 
could  not  be  foreseen  that  the  impiety  would  ever  ^o  a 
greater  length  than  this^  of  ascribing  to  him  s^n  origin 
merely  human*  These  heretics  however  went  no 
further,  as  I  conceive,  than  to  deny  our  Lord's  original 
divinity :  they  admitted  I  know  not  what  unintelligible 
exaltation  of  his  nature,  which  took,  place,  as  they 
conceived,  upon  his  ascension,  by  whigh  he  became  no 
less  the  object  of  worship  than  if  his  nature  had  been 
Qiiginally  divine/' 

h2 
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This,  as  far  as  I  know,  is  advanced  on  your  own 
authority  only.  I  desire  to  know  where  you  find  that 
the  Ebionit^  paid  any  kind  of  adoration  to  Christ  after 
he  was  ascended  to  heaven,  more  than  Theodotus  did. 
As  the  extraordinary  power  communicated  to  Christ 
while  he  was  on  earth  did  not  make  his  nature  more 
than  human,  so  neither  could  any  power  conferred  upon 
him  after  his  ascension  ;  and  if  God  alone  is  the  pro- 
per object  of  worship,  Christ,  being  still  not  God^  is  as 
improper  an  object  of  worship  now  as  he  was  before. 
If  any  ancient  unitarians  worshipped  Christ  after  his  as- 
cension (of  which  I  believe  there  is  no  evidence),  The- 
odotus might  do  it,  and  the  Ebionites  might  not,  for 
any  thing  tttftt  appears  to  the  contrary.  Socinus  prayed 
to  Christ,  though  he  considered  him  as  a  mere  man,  in 
his  present  exalted  state. 

As  to  your  supposition  that  Theodotus  might  be  the. 
first  person  who  taught  the  unitarian  doctrine  in  Rome, 
which  is  a  second  plea  which  you  advance  for  the  credit 
of  Eusebius,  he  himself  says  nothing  about  it.  And 
as  Tertullian  says  that  in  his  time  the  unitiirians  were, 
the  greater  part  of  the  believers^  it  is  highly  impro- 
bable that  there  should  be  none  of  them  at  Rome, 
where  there  was  a  conflux  of  all  religions  and  of  all 
sects.  ' 

You  here  speak  of  the  impiety  of  the  unitarians. 
Before  you  repeat  any  expressions  of  this  kind,  I  beg 
you  would  pause  a  little,  and  consider  how  such  hxu 
guage  might  be  retorted  upon  yourself.  If  it  be  im- 
piety to  reduce  a  God  to  the  state  of  a  man,  is  it  not 
equally  impious  to  raise  any  mail  to  a  state  of  equality 
with  God, — that  God  who  has  declared  that  he  will  not 
give  his  glory  to  another^  who  has  no  equal,  and  wha 
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in  this  tespect  styles  himself  a  jealous  God  ?  This  you 
may  say  respects  the  gods  of  the  heathens.  But  what 
were  the  heathen  gods  but  either  the  sun,  moon,  and 
stars,  or  dead  men,  all  creatures  of  God,  and  deriving 
their  power  from  him  ?  And  if  Christ  be  not  Gorf,  he 
must  be  a  creature  of  God  too ;  for  there  can  be  no 
medium  between  creature  and  creator. 

I  do  not  call  it  impiety  in  you,  but  it  sounds  un- 
pleasantly in  my  ears,  to  apply,  as  you  do,  the  term 
holy  Father  to  Athanasius.  The  catholics,  I  believe, 
apply  it  to  Ignatius  Loyola.  Our  Saviour  applied  it 
to  his  God  and  Father,  and  I  wish  it  had  always  re- 
mained so  appropriated.  It  is  high  time  to  drop  that 
style,  even  with  respect  to  a  more  holy  man  than  Atha* 
nasius  was. 

II. 

In  a  work  of  great  variety  and  extent  I  was  well 
aware  that  I  could  not  espect  to  escape  all  oversights  ; 
but  Iwas  confident  they  could  not  be  of  much  conse- 
quence. The  expectation  has  been  verified  in  both  its 
parts.  You  have  set  me  right  with  respect  to  the  ex- 
actness of  two  of  my  qutotalions ;  and  I  should  have 
thanked  you  for  it  if  yoii  had  noted  the  oversights 
with  good  nature,  which  would  have  done  you  no  dis- 
credit, and  might  not  have  lessened  the  weight  of  your 
animadversions. 

But  in  some  of  the  cases  in  which  you  pretend  to 
set  me  right,  you  are  much  more  mistaken  than  I  have 
been. ,  This  is  particularly  the  case  with  respect  to  your 
censure  of  Dr.  Clarke  and  myself,  concerning  the  piety 
ascribed  to  the  ancient  unitarians  by  Origen.  I  have 
lately  procured  the  original,  and  I  appeal  to  our  readers 
whether  you  have  not  misrepresented  the  fact,  and  not 
Br.  Clarke  or  myself.. 
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You  say,  p.  S*,  that  **  Origen  says,  not  that  they 
were  pious,  but  that  they  boasted  that  they  were  pious, 
or  affected  piety.  ,  Piety,''  you  add,  "  and  the  affecta- 
tion of  piety,  belong  to  opposite  characters."  Accord- 
ing t©  you,  therefore,  Origen  considered  these  unita- 
rians as  impious  persons,  the  very  reverse  of  pious. 
But  if  the  passage  be  carefully  inspected,  it  will  appear 
that  Origen,  notwithstanding  he  uses  the  word  £u;)/o/x5-- 
you^,  was  far  from  representing  these  ancient  unitarians 
as  only  pretending  to  piety y  and  boasting  of  it ;  but 
considered  them  as  persons  who  really  dreaded  lest, 
by  admitting  Christ  to  be  God,  they  should  infringe 
upon  the  honour  that  was  due  to  the  Father  only. 

"  By  these  means,*'  he  says,  "  may  be  explained 
that  which  greatly  disturbs  many  persons,  who  plead 
a  principle  of  piety,  and  who  fear  to  make  two 
Gods*."  He  afterwards  recurs  to  the  same  subject, 
and  introduces  it  as  an  objection  of  persons  with  whom 
he  would  not  trifle,  and  whom  he  was  far  from  charge 
iag  with  hypocrisy.  *^  But  since,"  he  says,'  *'  it  iq 
probable  that  many  may  be  offended,  because  we  say 
that  one  is  the  true  God,  namely  the  Father,  and  be- 
sides this  true  God  there  are  many  who  are  made  Gods 
by  participation ;  fearing  that  the  glory  of  him  who 
excels  all  creatures  should  be  brought  down  to  that  of 
others  who  attained  the  appellation  of  Gods,  &c.  t** 
Oii  the  whole,  therefore,  I  think  that  Origen  must  have 
thought  as  respectfully  of  these  early  unitarians  as  I 

fisyovs  8vo  oLvayopBVfTdi  ^sws.     Comment,  in  Johannem,  edit. 
Huetii,  1668,  vol.  ii.  p.  46.  D. 

f  AAX*  bKbi  eiHOg  irpoa-KO^fsiv  tiya.g  T'oif  eipyjt/^BVois,  kyo$  llsv  aAij- 

•  6ivQv  ^eov  rov  ifarpog  airayyskXoi/.svov,  irapx  h  rov  aAijotvoy  bsov 

^swv  kXbiovwv  r>j  i^ero^ri  roy  ^eov  yivopisywv,  BvXaJSovfAsyovs  t7}yTou 

itoLVCLy  KTi(riy  iicspB^ovtos  So^xy  B^i7w<rai  roi^  XQitaii  rr^s  ^^^^S  «'/»or- 

t^yopiag  rvyxj^yovvi,  &c,     ibid.  p.  47.  C 
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bad  represented  him  to  do,  and  that  he  really  con<« 
sidered  them  as  objecting  to  th^  doctrine  of  the  divi«^ 
nity  of  Christ  from  the  very  best  principles. 

In  translating  the  passage  in  Theophilus,  in  which 
mention  is  made  of  God  s  speaking  to  nothing  but  his 
own  word  and  wisdom,  1  inadvertently  used  the  par* 
tide  or  for  andj  as  you  observe,  p.  48 ;  but  I  do  not 
see  how  the  right  translation  is  at  all  less  favourable  to 
my  argument,  as  it  may  still  be  interpreted  of  God's 
speaking,  as  it  were,  to  himself,  or  to  his  own  attri^ 
butes^  and  by  no  means  necessarily  implies  that  the 
word  and  wisdom  of  God  were  distinct  persons.  How« 
«ver,  I  have  other  instances  in  proof  of  what  I  have  ad« 
vanced  that  are  not  liable  to  any  charge  of  ambiguity, 
which  it  therefore  behoved  you  to  consider. 

I  also  mistranslated  a  seiitence  in  Theophilus,  con* 
ceming  his  trinity.  It  was  in  consequence  of  his  using 
a  singular  verb  instead  of  a  plural ;  but  I  have  no 
doubt  of  your  translation,  p.  59,  being  right,  and  shall 
adopt  it.  I  am  still,  however,  fully  satisfied,  that 
neither  Theophilus  nor  any  person  of  his.  age  made 
a  proper  trinity  of  persons  in  the  Godhead ;  for  they 
had  no  idea  of  the  perfect  equality  of  the  second  and 
third  persons  to  the  first. 

Tt>u  say,  p.  61,  '*  that  they  scrupled  not  to  ascribe 
an  equal  divinity  to  all  the  three  persons."  If  by 
equal  divinity  you  mean  something  that  might  be 
equally  called  divine^  though  in  a  di£Ferent  sense,  I 
admit  it ;  but  that  will  make  nothing  for  your  trinity. 
And  that  the  fathers  before  the  Council  of  Nice  as- 
serted^ in  the  most  explicit  manner,  the  superiority  of 
the  Father  to  the  Son,  see  my  third  secdon,  in  which 
you  will  find  unanswerable  proof  of  it. 
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'  Whenever  the  Antemcene  fathers  used  the  term 
Cod  absolutely,  they  always  meant  the  Father  only,  as 
you  do  not  deny.  But  if  in  their  idea  the  Father  had 
been  no  more  entitled  to  the  appellation  of  God  than 
the  Son,  or  the  Spirit,  they  would  certainly  have  con- 
fined the  use  of  the  word  God  to  express  divinity  in 
general,  and  have  used  the  word  Father ^  and  not  God^ 
when  they  really  meant  the  Father  only,  excluavely  of 
the  two  other  persons.  Had  there  been  no  proper  cor- 
relative to  the  word  Son^  as  a  person,  yoiir  explanation 
might  have  been  attended  to ;  but  since  the  term  Far- 
ther is  perfectly  correlative  to  the  term  Souj  and  as 
familiar,  it  would  certainly  have  been  used  by  them  to 
denote  the  Father,  as  well  as  the  term  Scm  to  denote 
the  Son.  It  is  natural,  therefore,  to  conclude  that  their 
custom  of  using  the  term  God  to  denote  the  Father 
only,  was  derived  to  them  from  earlier  times,  in  which 
no  other  than  the  Father  was  deemed  to  be  God  in 
any  proper  sense  of  the  word.  This  language  was  con- 
tinued long  after,  from  a  change  of  ideas,  it  ceased  to 
be  proper. 

Very  happily  the  word  God  is  still,  in  common  use^ 
appropriated  to  the  Father,  so  that  none  but  professed 
theologians  are  habitually  trinitarians,  and  probably 
not  even  these  at  all  times ;  and  while  the  scriptures 
are  read  without  the  comments  of  men,  the  Father 
alone  will  be  considered  as  God,  and  the  sole  object  of 
worship,  exclusively  of  the  Son  or  the  Spirit.  But 
while  a  different  doctrine  is  taught  in  christian  schools, 
and  continually  held  up  to  the  world  in  the  writings  of 
christiah  divines,  those  who  are  not  christians,  and  who 
will  not  take  the  pains  to  study  the  scriptures  them- 
selves, must  receive  a  very  unfavourable  impression  of 
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our  religion;  and  the  manifest  absurdity  and  impiety 
df  our  doctrine  will  effectually  prevent  its  reception  by 
|bem«  I  iherefore  think  it  of  the  greatest  consequence 
to  Christianity,  that  this  doctrine  of  the  trinity  (which 
I  consider  as  one  of  its  most  radical  corruptions) 
should  be  renounced  in  the  most  open  and  unequi- 
vocal manner  by  all  those  whose  minds  are  so  far  en* 
%htened  as  to  be  convinced  that  it  is  a  corruption  and 
an  innovation  in  the  christian  doctrine,  the  reverse  of 
what  it  was  in  its  primitive  purity ;  and  that  they  should 
exert  themselves  to  enlighten  the  minds  of  others. 

I  am^  &c« 


THE  CONCLUDING  LETTER. 

Dear  Sir, 

1  HAVE  now  finished  my  reply  to  your  smimadver^ons 
on  my  History,  omitting  nothing  that  I  think  to  be  of 
any  consequence  to  your  argument.  If  you  should 
think  that  I  have  overlooked  any  thing  material,  and 
please  to  point  it  out  to  me,  I  will  answer  it  as  explicitly 
as  I  can ;  for  I  hope  that  this  will  only  be  the  begin* 
ning  of  our  correspondence  on  the  subject,  as  I  would 
gladly  discuss  it  with  you  in  the  fullest  manner. 

I  only  wish,  for  your  own  sake,  and  for  the  more 
advantageous  investigation  of  the  truth,  that  you  would 
drop  that  sarcastic  manner  of  writing,  which  is  so  con- 
spicuous in  the  greater  part  of  your  performance,  and 
1  should  think  peculiarly  improper  for  the  occasion  on 
which  it  was  composed.  That  mode  of  writing  is  also 
inconsistent  with  the  compliments  you  sometimes  pay 
xne,  unless  you  meant  them  to  be  ironical  also. 


I 
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Soofe  of  those  compUmaHs  are,  I  think,  rather  im* 
prudent,  and  unfavourable  to  your  purpose.  **  In  phi- 
losophical  subjects/'  you  say,  p*  29,  "  Dr.  Priestley 
would  be  the  last  to  reason  from  principles  assumed 
without  proof.  But  in  divinity  and  ecclesiastical  hu 
story  he  expects  that  his  own  assertion,  or  that  of  wri- 
ters of  his  own  persuasion,  however  uninformed  or 
prejudiced,  should  pass  with  the  whole  christian  world 
for  proof  of  the  boldest  assumptions/' 

Tou  should,  indeed^  Sir,  be  cautious  how  you  lay 
these  things  before  your  readers ;  because  it  is  very 
possible  that  they  may  draw  a  very  different  conclusion 
from  them,  and  think  that,  if  I  have  been  so  cautious 
and  so  successful  in  the  investigation  of  truth  in  one 
province,  I  may,  having  the  same  talents,  make  the 
same  successful  application  of  them  in  other  provinces. 
For  the  same  mental  habits  generally  accompany  the 
sanie  men  in  every  scene  of  life,  and  in  every  mode  of 
exertion.  Your  readers,  therefore,  may  think  it  very 
improbable  that  a  work  written  with  so  much  care  and 
attention,  by  such  a  person  as  you  describe  me  to  be, 
should  deserve  the  character  which  you  give  of  mine. 
*^  No  work,"  you  say,  p.  66,  "  was  ever  sent  abroad 
under  the  title  of  history^  containing  less  of  truth  than 
his,  in  proportion  to  its  volume/'  The  passages  which 
I  have  quoted,  p.  4,  11,  14,  and  89,  are  gross  and 
coarse  insults ;  but  they  affect  yourself  only,  and  not 
me.  This  is  -more  extraordinary,  as  in  other  parts  of 
your  work  you  write  with  great^  candour  and  liberality. 
Your  conclusion  I  particularly  admire.  My  address 
to  you  on  the  subject  of  necemty  was  uniformly  re- 
^ectful. 

It  was  particularly  illiberal  in  you,  and  what  I  am 
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willing  to  hope  you  will  never  repeat^  to  use  the  term 
conventicle,  p.  28,  in  speaking  of  the  places  of  public 
^worship  in  which  I  and  Mr.  Lindsey  officiate.  Would 
not  that  contemptuous  appellation  have  applied  equally 
well  to  the  societies  of  the  primitive  christians,  or  to  those 
of  all  the  dissenters  from  the  church  of  Rome  before 
the  Reformation  ?  And  what  is  it  th^it  has  given  your 
places  of  public  worship  a  more  honourable  title,  but 
the  sanction  of  the  civil  powers^  with  which  my  reli- 
gion never  had  any  alliance  ?  I  glory  in  such  indepen- 
dence and  opprobrium. 

By  conventicle  is  usually  meant  an  unlawful  as- 
sembly. But  since  the  late  act  of  parliament  in  f;»vo«n: 
of  Dissenters^  our  places  of  worship  are  as  legal  3^ 
7our6.  The  only  difference  between  them  is,  that  ours 
are  not  supported  by  the  wealth  of  the  state  as  yours 
are ;  so  that  I  am  unjustly  compelled  to  contribute  to 
your  maintens^ice,  while  you',  instead  of  paying  any 
■thing  towards  mine,  insult  me  for  it.  Qur  itteeting* 
-houses  are  equally  known  to  the  laws,  and  protected 
by  them.  If  by  conventicles  you  meant  nothing  more 
than  a  term  of  reproach,  the  good  manners  of  the  pre* 
sent  age  ought  to  have  protected  them  from  such  an 
insult. 

If  your  pride,  as  a  churchman^  p.  7 1 ,  and  the  con- 
temptuous airs  you  give  yourself  with  respect  to  dis- 
senters, be  founded  on  the  idea  of  your  being  a  mem* 
ber  of  a  great  establishment  j  pray.  Sir,  what  is  your 
church  establishment  in  this  country  ?  It  is  a  thing  of 
yesterday  compared  to  the  far  more  ancient  and  vene- 
rable church  of  Rome,  whose  members  consider  you 
as  a  Schismatic  and  a  sectary  as  much  as  myself.  If, 
on  the  contrary,  you  boast  of  your  separation  from  the 
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church  of  Romcj  that  mother  of  harlots  and  aboml- 
nations,  consider  that  the  coitimunity  of  christians  to 
which  I  belong  is  several  removes  further  from  her  than 
yours,  and  i»  therefore  less  likely  to  be  one  of  those 
harlots  of  which  she  is  the  mother^ 

On  any,  consideration,  therefore,  I  thmk  that  a  style 
of  greater  modesty  would  have  become  you  better. 
The  time  is  approaching  that  will  try  every  man's 
work,  what  it  is  j  and  if  we  learn  the  pure  faith  of  the 
gospel,  and  our  lives  be  conformable  to  it,  it  will  not 
then  be  inquired  whether  we  learned  it  in  a  church  or 
a  conventicle ;  in  a  church  such,  as  you  have  access  to 
and  from  which  I  am  excluded,  or  in  such  qqnventicles 
as  the  apostles  were  contented  with. 

As  you  strongly  and  repeatedly  recommend  the 
writings  of  Bishop  Bull,  with  which,  I  own,  X  was  but 
little  acquainted,  I  have  been  induced  to  purchase 
them;  and  having  looked  pretty  carefully  through 
them,  I  find  they  have  been  the  chief  storehouse  of 
weapons  to  yourself  and  others.  Having  found,  there- 
fore, where  your  great  strength  lies,  I  cannot  help 
wishing  that  you  would  publish  the  whole  of  your 
great  champion's  works  in  English,  and  ihxxs  put  forth 
all  your  strength  at  once.  It  would  give  me  smc^re 
pleasure  to  see  you  do  this>  and  at  the  same  time  to 
avow  yourself  their  defender. 

As  you  rank  yourself,  p.  5,  among  ^'  those  whom 
the  indulgence  of  providence  has  released  from  the 
more  laborious  offices  of  the  priesthood  *,  to  whom 
your  mor^  occupied  brethren  have  a  right  to  look  up 

*  I  find  no  trace  of  any  christian  priesthood  in  the  New^Teata- 
menty  except  what  belongs  to  all  christians^  who  are  figuratively 
style4  kings  and  friests  unto  God. 
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for  support  and  succour  in  the  common  cause,'*  this 
may  be  one  of  the  "  services*'  to  which  "  you  stand 
peculiarly  engaged,"  as  well  as  to  answer  my  History 
of  the  Corruptions  of  Christianity.     "  It  is  (you  say) 
for  them*'  (speaking  of  those  among  whom  you  rank 
yourself)  "  to  stand  forth  the  champions  of  the  com- 
mon faith,  and  the  advocates  of  their  order.     It  is  for 
them  to  wipe  off  the  aspersions  injuriously  cast  upon 
the  sons  of  the  establishment,  as  uninformed  in  the 
true  grounds  of  the  doctrine  which  they  teach,  or  in- 
sincere in  thdr  belief  of  it.     To  this  duty  they  are  in- 
dispensably obliged  by  their  providential  exemption 
from  work  of  a  harder  kind.     It  is  the  proper  busi-^ 
ness,  of  the  station  which  is  allotted  them  in  Christ's 
household.     And  deep  will  be  their  shame,  and  insup- 
portable  their  punishment,  if  in  the  great  day  of  reck- 
oning it  should  appear  that  they  have  received  the 
wages  of  a  service  which  hath  never  been  performed." 
I  am  glad.  Sir,  to  find  that  you  have  so  just  a  sense 
of  the  important  duties  of  your  elevated  situation ;  and 
thinking  the  translation  of  Bishop  Bull's  works  to  be 
naturally  comprised  in  your  description,  of  the  duties 
incumbent  upon  you  in  it,  I  am  ready  to  join  with 
your  weaker  brethren^  as  you  call  them,  (whose  attain- 
ments you  represent  as  very  low,)  in  inviting  you  to 
undertake  it ;  imagining,  as  I  sincerely  do,  that  the 
cause  of  truth  will  be  promoted  by  it.     And  to  some 
of  those  weaker  brethren  it  may  be  more  agreeable, 
as  well  as  take  up  less  time,  to  read  Bishop  Bull's 
works  in  English  than  in  Latin.     In  my  opinion,  no 
writings  are  more  easy  to  be  refuted  than  those  of  this 
bishop.     And  though  encumbered  with  what  you  call 
the  laborious  ofSces  of  the  priesthood,  as  well  as  en- 
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gaged  in  a  variety  of  other  pursuits,  I  shall  not  think 
it  any  great  addition  to  my  labours  if  I  undertake 
to  reply  to  you,  thus  ably  as  you  may  think  yourself 
supported. 

You  have,  I  perceive,  some  advantages  which  I  have 
not,  especially  in  having  access  to  scarce  books.  I,  for 
instance,  had  not  so  much  as  heard  of  the  work  of 
Daniel  Zuicker,  from  which  you  suppose  I  have  bor« 
rowed  most  of  my  arguments  ;  whereas  you  appear  to 
be  well  acquainted  with  it,  and  all  the  writings  of  that 
author,  or  you  could  not  have  said  as  you  do,  p.  9, 
"  Nor  is  a  single  argument  to  be  found  in  the  writings 
either  of  Zuicker  or  Episcopius,  which  is  not  unanswer* 
ably  confuted  by  our  learned  Dr.  George  Bull,  after- 
wards Lord  Bishop  of  St.  David's,  in  three  celebrated 
treatises,  which  deserve  the  particular  attention  of  every 
one  who  would  take  upon  him  to  be  either  a  teacher 
or  an  historian  of  the  christian  faith.'* 

You  should  not,  however,  have  charged  me  with 
borrowing  from  a  work  which,  though  in  your  posses- 
sion, you  might  have  known  was  not  very  common. 
A  learned  friend,  whom  1  desired  to  inquire  for  it,  tells 
me  that  it  is  not  to  be  found  at  any  bookseller's  ia 
London,  in  the  British  Museum,  or  in  the  Bodleian  or 
Sion  libraries ;  and  that  at  last  he  inquired  of  parti- 
cular persons  most  likely  to  have  it,  but  none  of  them 
could  tell  him  where  it  was  to  be  met  with*.  .  I  shall 
endeavour,  however,  to  make  the  most  of  such  books 

*  I  find  in  the  General  Biographical  Dictionaryv  under  the 
article  Comenlus^  that  Quicker  wrote  three  defences  of  his  original 
work,  entitled  Irentcon  Irenieorum,  in  answer  to  Comenius ;  and 
that  Bishop  Ball  was  accused  by  D.  Crellius  of  not  having  read 
those  pieces,  for  want  of  which  he  censured  Zuicker  for  some 
things  which  he  otherwise  would  not  have  objected  to  him. 
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as  I  have^  and  in  time  I  may  be  able  to  procure 
more* 

But  what  is  of  more  importance  than  any  thing  else 
in  these  studies,  is  a  sincere  love  of  truths  and  a  cool 
and  patient  investigation  of  it,  which  I  shall  endeavour 
to  cultivate.  I  hope  also  to  keep  my  mind  always  open 
to  conviction,  and  that  I  shall  not  neglect  to  avail  my- 
self of  any  light  that  may  be  furnished  me,  from  friend 
or  from  foe. 

Hoping  to  hear  from  you  as  soon  as  your  leisure  will 
permit,  and  assuring  you  of  the  pleasure  it  will  give  me 
to  continue  this  correspondence,  till  each  of  us  ^h&U 
have  advanced  what  may  occur  to  us  on  the  subject, 

I  am,  dear  Sir, 
Your  very  humble  servant, 

J.  PRIESTLEY. 

Birmingham,  Novemter,  1783. 


POSTSCRIPT. 

In  this  Postscript^  besides  adding  a  few  notes  and  ob^ 
servadons  relatmg  to  the  subject  of  the  preceding  Let- 
ters, 1  shall  insert  a  few  larger  articles,  that  respectthe 
controversy  in  general. 

I. 

The  original  extracts  from  Origen*s  works  referred  to 

p.  30,  31,  are  the  following : 

The  old  Latin  Version. 

Et  cum  videris  eos  qui  ex  Judaeis  crediderunt  in  Jesunii  ali- 
quando  quidem  ex  Maria  et  Joseph  eum  esseputantes ;  aliqaanda 
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ahtem  de  sola  Maria  et  spiritu  sancto»  videbis,  tec*    In  Matt» 
Tract.  13.  Opera  Latine,  vol.  ii.  p.  88» 

The  Greek  of  Huetius^s  Edition. 

Kai  sitav  this  rwv  aito  lov^atajv  'jtiarsvoytoov  st$  rov  lri<rQvy  tnjy  ite^i 
<*du  cvtytr^pt^  ntifrtiv,  irte  fusv  ex.  Mapiacg  xa«  tov  Icva^f  owjttgywv  avtot 
mfou,  its  $s  ex.  Manias  fji^sv  y^ovris  koli  tov  ^siov  TtvevixoLtog,  ov  ^131^ 
xou  f^Bta  ry)$  itspi  avrov  ^eoXoyM$,  O'^et,  &c.  Comment,  in  Matter 
cd.  Huetiiy  vol.  i.  p.  427.  E. 

The  passage  referred  to,  p.  SI. 

fBvwy,  ol  tivsg  tccl^  oXiyovg  aTtavrss  ifsKurreuKOLO'iy  OMroy  sk  tof 
hvov  ygyeyijerflai.     Ibid.  p.  428.  C, 

IL 

Of  Heresy  in  early  Times. 

P.  41.  Thit  Irenaeus  did  not  mean  to  pass  a  sen* 
tence  of  what  we  should  now  call  damnat ion'' upon  the 
Ebionites  is,  I  think,  evident  from  what  he  says  con- 
cerning them  in  the  twenty-first  chapter  of  his  third 
book,  and  which  has  the  appearance  of  great  harshness. 
**  If  they  persist,"  he  says,  "  in  their  error,  not  re- 
ceiving the  word  of  incorruption,  they  continue  in 
mortal  flesh,  and  are  subject  to  death,  not  receiving, 
the  antidote  of  life*."  The  idea  of  this  writer,  and 
that  of  the  fathers  in  general,  was,  that  Christ  reco* 
vered  for  man  that  immortality  which  Adam  had  lost ; 
so  that  without  his  interference  the  whole  race  of  man- 
kind must  have  perished  in  the  grave.  This  he  repre* 
sents  as  the  punishment  of  the  Ebionites.  But  he  cer- 
tainly could  not  mean  that  the  Ebionites,  as  such^ 

*  Non  recipientes  verbum  incorruptionis  perseverant  in  carne 
2nortali>  et  sunt  debitores  mortis,  antidotum  vic^e  non  a,ccipienies« 
Jib.  3.  cap,  xxi.  p.  ^48. 
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should  continue  in  the  grave,  while  all  the  rest  of  man-^ 
kind  should  rise  from  the  dead.  He  must,  therefore,* 
have  meant,  not  that  they  in  particular,  but  that  man- 
kind in  general,  could  have  had  no  resurrection,  if 
their  doctrine  had  been  true. 

P.  42.  Clemens  Alexandrinus  makes  frequent  men* 
tion  of  heresies.     Almost  the  whole*  of  his  seventh 
'  book  of  Stromaia  relates  to  that  subject.     He  men* 
tions  fourteen  different  heresiarchs  by  name,  and  tea 
heresies  by  character ;  but  none  of  them  bear  any  re* 
lation  to  the  Ebionites,  or  any  species  of  unitarians,  all 
of  them  respecting  Gnostics  only.     He  particularly 
speaks  of  the  pride  of  heretics  in  general  in  pretend* 
ing  to  deep  science  j  whereas  the  Ebionites  were  al- 
ways described  in  a  very  different  manner,  and  were 
generally  treated  with  contempt  as  well  as  abhorrence. 
On  the  other  hand,  Whitby  says,  that  this  writer  speaks 
of  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos  being  emitted  from  the 
Father  at  pleasure,  and  recalled  into  him  again,  (which 
Justin  Martyr  mentions,  and  Which  was  hardly  different 
from  proper  unitarianism,  being  the  doctrine  of  Noetus, 
Praxeas,  Sabellius,  and  Marcellus  of  Ancyra,)  with> 
approbation.     He  also  says  it  is  particularly  remark* 
able  that  Justin  Martyr,  though  he  did  not  approve  of  < 
this  doctrine,  passes  it  without  any  censure  or  mark  of 

heresy  t. 
P.  42.  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  particular 

*  Dr.  Priestley,  in  his  Corrigenda,  for  the  words  almost  the 
whole,  directs  the  substitution  q/^  a  great  part.  Dr.  Horsleif,  in 
Ms  Reply,  Letter  x.  shows  that  it  is  hut  a  very  small  proportion  of 
the  seventh  book  of  Stromata  which  relates  to  heresies. — £d. 

f  Sententiam  hancce,  quam  gost  Noetum  et  Praxeam,  Sabel- 
lius  propugnavit)  Clementi  Alexandrino  ex  psedagogia  sua  pla- ' 
cotsse  Qon  sin^  ratione  ezistimo. — Disquisitiones  Modesuci  p.  179. 
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account  of  this  excommunication  of  the  Ebionites  Itf 
the  fathers^  mentioned  by  Jerora ;  but  I  think  it  yery 
possible  that  it  might  have  been  nothing  more  than 
what  was  done  by  Victor^  bishop  of  Rome^  when  he 
excommunicated  all  the  Eastern  churches  {of  whom 
the  Ebionites  were  the  chief)  because  they  observed 
(he  Jewish  rules  in  fixing  the  time  of  Easter ;  so  that 
in  this  excommunication  no  mention  might  be  made  of 
any  other  tenet  or  custom  of  theirs,  besides  this  instance 
of  their  .obstinate  adherence  to  Judaism.  Tlie  rule  laid 
down  by  Victor  was  afterwards  confirmed  by  the  Coun* 
ci|  of  Nice,  but  I  believe  without  any  sentence  of  ex« 
communication  on  those  who  did  not  conform  to  it. 
If  any  person  will  give  me  any  more  light  with  respect 
to  this  subject,  I  shall  be  truly  thankful  for  it. 

IIL 

On  the  Conduct  of  the  uipostles^  p.  58. 

To  these  observations  I  would  add,  that,  as  among 
the  twelve  apostles  there  must  have  been  men  of  very 
different  tempers  and  abilities,  it  is  not  probable  that' 
they  should  all  have  agreed  in  conducting  themselves 
upon  the  plan  of  not  divulging  the  doctrine  of  the  di- 
vinity of  their  master  till  their  hearers  were  sufficiently 
persuaded  of  his  messiahship.  Some  of  them  would 
hardly  have  been  capable  of  so  much  refinement;  and 
they  would  certainly  have  di^ered  about  the  time  when 
it  was  proper  to  divulge  so  great  a  secret.  Besides,  the 
niothi^r  of  Jesuit,  and  many  other  persons  of  both  sexes^ 
must  have  been  acquainted  with  it.  For  that  this  se- 
cret was  strictly  confined  to  the  twelve  apostles  will 
hardly  be  mantwied»    And  yet  we  have  no  account 
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^'ther  of  their  instructions  to  act  in  this  mannar^  or  of 
^uiy  difference  of  opinion  dr  of  conduct  with  respect 
to  it. 

It  might  have  been  expected  also,  that  the  informa- 
tion that  a  person  whom  they  first  conversed  with  as  a 
fnan^  was  either  God  himself^  or  the  maker  of  the 
wt)rld  under  God,  should  have  been  received  with 
some  degree  of  d<)ubt  and  h*esitation  by  some  or  other 
yof  them^  especially  as  they  had  been. so  very  hard  to 
be  persuaded  of  the  truth  of  his  resurrectbn,  though 
they  had  been  so  fully  apprized  of  it  before  hand. 
«And  yet,  in  all  the  history  of  the  apostlesj  there  is  the 
^me  profound  silenee  concerning  this  circumstance, 
and  every  other  depending  on  the  whole  scheme,  as  if 
no  such  thing  had  ever  had  any  existence  but  in  the 
imaginatibns  of  Athanasius,  Chrysostom,  and  those 
otha*  fathers  who  maintained  it ;  which  I  therefore 
believe  to  have  been  the  case,  and  that  they  invited 
this  hypothesis  in  order  to  account  for  the  early  rise 
and  general  spread  of  the  unitarian  doctrine,  which 
they  could  npt  deny,  and  of  which  it  may  therefore  be 
considered  as  very  good  evidence. 

IV. 

Of  the  Excommunicatign  of  Theedotus  by  Fictor^ 

It  may  be  objected  to  the  evidence  of  Tertullian  con- 
cerning the  major  part  of  christians  being  unitarians, 
that  about  the  same  time  Victor,  bishop  of  Rome,  ex- 
communicated Theodotus  of  Byzantium  for  denying 
the  divinity  of  Christ ;  which  it  may  be  thought  h<9 
would  not  have  ventured  to  do  if  the  popular  preju- 
dic«  lud  not  been  with  him  in  this  business.    I  da 
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not  think,  however,  that  there  is  any  contrariety  be- 
tween these  two  facts,  when  thie  circumstances  attend- 
ing them  are  duly  considered. 

TertuUian  lived  in  Africa,  where  there  seems  to  have 
been  a  greater  inclination  for  the  unitarian  doctrine 
than  there  was  at  Rome,  as  we  may  collect  from  the 
remarkable  popularity  of  Sabeliius  in  that  country,  and 
jother  circumstances.  Athanasius  also,  who  complains 
of  many  persons  of  low  understanding  favouring  the 
same  principles,  was  of  the  same  country,  residing 
chiefly  in  Egypt,  though  he  had .  seen  a  great  part  of 
the  christian  world,  and  was  no  doubt  well  acquainted 
with  it*. 

We  skould  likewise  consider  the  peculiarly  violent 
character  of  Victor,  who  was  capable  of  doing  what 
few  other  persons  would  have  attempted ;  being  the 
same  person  who  excommunicated  all  the  Eastern 
churches  because  they  did  not  observe  Easter  at  the 
same  time  that  the  Western  churches  did ;  for  which 
he  was  much  censured  even  by  many  bishops  in  the 
West. 

Such  an  excommunication  as  this  of  Theodotas  was 

•  I  think  It  very  probable  that  in  the  Western  parts  of  the 
Roman  empire  in  general,  there  were  always  fewer  unitarians 
than  in  the  Eastern  parts ;  because  the  gospel  was  not  preached 
"  fo  early  in  the  Western  parts,  perhaps  not  to  any  g^eat  extent 
till  the  greater  part  of  the  clergy  were  infected  widi  platonism. 
This  might  have  been  the  case,  especially  in  so  remote  a  coun- 
try as  Gaul,  where  Irenaeus  resided,  and  may  account  for  his 
treating  the  doctrine  of  the  Ebionites  with  more  severity  than 
Justin,  who  lived  in  the  East,  where  they  were  more  numerous. 
On  the  same  principles  we  may  account  for  the  prevalence  of 
Arianism  in  all  the  barbarous  natiens  bordering  on  the  Roman 
empire.   They  had  been  converted  to  Christianity  chiefly  by  per- 
secuted Arians.    But  Arianism  was  at  length  suppressed  by  the 
^  influence  of  the  church  of  Rome,  which  sdso  began  to  excom* 
•  ^unicate^the  proper  unitarians  in  the  person  of  Tneodott/s. 
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by  no  means  the  same  thing  with  cutting  a  person  off 
frohi  communion  with  any  particular  church,  with 
which  he  had  been  used  to  communicate,  Theodotus 
was  a  stranger  at  Rome,  and  it  is  very  possible  that 
the  body  of  the  christian  church  at  Rome  did  not  in- 
terest themselves  in  the  affair,  the  bishop  and  his  clergy 
only  approving  of  it.  For  I  readily  grant  that,  though 
there  were  some  learned  unitarians  in  all  the  early  ages 
of  Christianity,  the  majority  of  the  clergy  were  not  so^ 

Theoclotus,  besides  being  a  stranger  at  Rome,  was  a 
man  of  science,  and  is  said  by  the  unitarians  to  have 
been  well  received  by  Victor  at  first ;  so  that  it  is  very 
possible  that  the  latter  might  have  be^n  instigated  to 
what  he  did  by  some  quarrel  between  them,  of  which 
we  have  no  account. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  though  Victor  excom- 
municated this  Theodotus,  who  was  a  stranger,  and 
had  perhaps  made  himself  conspicuous,  so  as  to  have 
given  some  cause  of  umbrage  or  jealousy  to  him,  it  is 
very  possible  that  a  great  proportion  of  the  lower  kind 
of  people,  who  made  no  noise  or  disturbance,  might 
continue  in  communion  with  that  church,  though  they 
were  known  to  be  unitarians, 

I  am  not  disposed  to  take  any  advantage  of  Dr. 
Horsley's  supposition,  that  Theodotus  might  hold  the 
unitarian  doctrine  in  some  more  offensive  form  than 
that  of  the  ancient  Ebionites,  and  therefore  might  be 
more  liable  to  excommunication;  because  both'Ter- 
tuljian  and  Theodoret  say  that  he  believed  the  miracu- 
lous  conception,  and  it  is  only  Epiphanius  (who  lived 
long  after  the  time  of  Tertullian)  who  asserts  the  con- 
'  trary  *^.     It  is  indeed  pretty  certain  that  the  opinion  of 

,  *  Tillemont^s  Memoirs,  vol.  vii.  p.  116. 
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Jesus  being  the  son  of  Joseph  began  socxi  to  give  vivf 
to  the  authority  of  the  gospels  of  Matthew  and  Luke^ 
and  that  it  became  extinct  long  bef<xe  the  doctrine  oF 
the  simple  humanity  of  Christ. 

V. 

Of  Justin  Martyr^ s  Account  of  the  Knowledge  qfsomcf 

Christians  of  low  Rank. 

It  is  likewise  said  that  the  testimony  of.  TertuUiaa 
is  expressly  contradicted  by  Justin  Martyr  *j  who,  ia 
giving  an  account  of  the  circumstances  in  which  the* 
platonic  philosophy  agreed,  as  he  thought,  with  the 
doctrine  of  Moses,  but  with  respect  to  which  he  sup- 
posed that  Plato  had  borrowed  from  Moses,  mentions 
the  following  particulars ;  viz.  '*  the  powa:  which  was. 
after  the  first  God,  or  the'Logos,"  assuming  the  figure 
of  a  cross  in  the  universe,  borrowed  from  the  fixing 
up  of  a  serpent  (which  represented  Christ)  in  the  form 
of  a  cross  in  the  wilderness ;  and  a  third  principle^  bor- 
rowed from  the  spirit  which  Moses  said  moved  on  the 
face  of  the  water  at  the  creation ;  and  also  the  notion^ 
of  some  fire  or  conflagration,  borrowed  from  some  figu- 
rative expressions  in  Moses  relating  to  the  anger  of 
God  waxing  hot.  "  These  thbgs,**  he  says,  **  we  da 
not  borrow  from  others,  but  all  others  from  us.  With 
us  you  may  hear  and  learn  these  things  from  those  wha 
do  not  know  the  form  of  the  letters,  wha  are  rude  and 
barbarous  of  speech,  but  wise  and  understanding  ia 
mind  y  amd  from  some  who  are  even  lame  and  blind  ^ 
60  that  you  may  be  convinced  that  these  things  are  not 
said  by  human  wisdom,  but  by  the  power  of  God/' 

*  Edit.  Tbirlby,  p.  88. 
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But  all  that  we  can  infer  from  this  passage  is,  that 
these  common  people  had  learned  from  Moses  that  the 
world  was  made  by  the  power  and  wisdom  (or  the  Lo- 
gos) of  God ;  that  the  serpent  in  the  wilderness  repre- 
sented Christ ;  and  that  there  was  a  spirit  of  God  that 
moved  on  the  face  of  the  waters ;  in  short,  that  these 
plam  people  had  been  at  the  source  from  which  Plato 
had  borrowed  his  philosophy.  It  is  by  no  means  an 
explicit  declaration  that  these  common  people  thought 
that  the  Logos  and  the  Spirit  were  persons  distinct 
from  God.  Justin  was  not  ^writing  with  a  view  to  that 
question^  as  TertulUan  was ;  but  only  meant  to  say 
how  much  more  knowledge  was  to  be  found  among 
the  lowest  of  the  christians  than  amcMig  the  wisest  of 
the  heathen  philosophers. 

Besjdes,  Justin  is  here  boasting  of  the  knowledge  of 
these  lower  people,  and  it  favoured  his  purpose  to 
make  it  as  considerable  as  he  could ;  whereas  Tertul- 
lian  is  complaining  of  the  circumstance  which  he  men- 
tions :  so  that  nothing  but  the  conviction  of  a  disagree- 
able truth  could  liaveextorted  it  from  him.  The  same 
was  the  case  with  respect  to  Athanasius. 

That  the  common  people  in  Justin's  time  should  un* 
derstand  his  doctrine  Concerning  the  personification  of 
the  Logos,  is  in  itself  highly  improbable.  That  this 
Logos,  which  was  originally  in  God  the  same  thing 
that  reason  is  in  man,  should  at  the  creadon  of  the 
world  assume  a  proper  personality,  and  afterwards 
animate  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ,  either  in  addition  to 
a  human  soul,  or  instead  of  it,  is  not  only  very  absurdi 
but  also  so  very  abstruse,  that  it  is  in  the  highest  de* 
gree  improbable,  d  priori,  that  the  common  people 
should  have  adopted  it.  The  scriptores,  in  which  they 
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were  chiefly  conversant,  could  never  teach  ihem'any 
such  thing,  and  they  could  not  have  been  capable  of 
entering  into  the  philosophical  refinements  of  Justin 
on  the  subject.  Whereas,  that  the  common  people 
should  have  believed  as  TertuUian  and  Athanasius  re- 
present them  to  have  done,  viz.  that  there  is  but  one 
'God ;  and  that-  (Christ  was  a  man,  the  messenger  or 
prophet. of  God,  and  no  second  God  at- all,  the  rival 
as  it  were  of  the  first  God,  is  a  thing  highly  credible 
in  itself,  and  therefore  requires  less  external  evidence* 

VI. 

Of  the  Passage  in  Justin  Martyr  concerning  the  Uni" 

tarians  of  his  Time^. 

I  thipk  myself  possessed  of  so  much  evidence  in  fa- 
vour of  the  unitarian  doctrine  having  been  maintained 
i}i  the  first  ages  of  Christianity,  that  I  have  no  occasion 
to  be  solicitous  about  trifles  with  respect  to  itj  and- 
even  with  regard  to  the  muqh-contested  passage  in 

*  Kai  yap  sitri  tivsg  wita  row  TjjxcTf^ou  ytvtt\}^  ofJi^oXoyouvtss  autov 

■l^piatov  BivoLiy  ocv&fwitoy  ^£  ej  avipctntajy  jysvo[Jt,svQy  aito0(XivoiJi,Bvor 

0/V  ou  (TvvrtQeiji^ai,  ovS*  av  'irXsKrroi  tavrx  woi  $o^ac(ravre(  ^nrotsv, 

97tBi$7j  ovx  avBpop^et^is  $iBayiJi^a(n  KSKsXeva-fjism  vv  avrovtov  X^itrrot) 

ufstQsa-dai,  aXXa  roig  ^ietrcvv  [AOLKaptwy  itpo<prjfr{tiy  Ktjpv^QsKri,  kou  &'_ 

avrou  Ma'^^em.     Edit.  Thirlby,  p.  234. 

Thus  rendered  by  ipy  opponent  the  Monthly  Reviewer : 

**  There  are  some  of  our  profession  who  acknowledge  him  to  be 
the  Christ,  and  yet  maintain  that  he  was  a  man  bom  in  the  na* 
|:ural  way ;  tp  whom  I  could  not  yield  my  assent,  no  not  even  if 
the  majority  of  christians  should  think  the  saipe;  because  we  are 
commanded  by  Christ  himself  not  to  rely  on  human  doctrinesi 
but  tp  receive  those  which  were  published  by  the  blessed  pro* 
phets,  and  which  he  himself  taught  us." 

By^my  Vindicator,  more  literally : 

"  There  are  some  of  our  race  [viz.  Gentiles]  whb  acknowledge 
^in)  to  be  the  Christy  ^nd  yet  mnint^n  tI)S(t  he  was  a  man  bqm 
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Justin  Martyr,  above  referred  to,  and  of  which  I  made 
some  use  in  my  late  History,  voL  i.  p.  1 7^  it  is  quit^  suf- 
ficieat  for  my  purpose  that  the  writer  here  speaks  of  uni- 
tarians  with  tenderness^  and  is  far  from  treating  them 
as  heretics  ;  and  in.this  I  think  every  reasonable  man, 
who  considers  the  manner  in  which  this  writer  speaks 
of  heretics  in  general^  (on  which  occasion  he  specifies 
none  but  Gnostics,)  will  agree  with  me.  If  any  per* 
son  think  otherwise,  I  have  nothing  further  to  say,  and 
our  readers  must  judge  between  us. 

i  caniu>t,  help, thinking,  however,  with  my  learned 
Vindicator,  that  this  passage,  more  critically  examined, 
furnishes  a  still  stronger  evidence  in  favour  of  the  pre- 
valence of  the  unitarian  doctrine  in  the  time  of  Justin. 

1.  Let  it  be  considered  that,  in  this  place,  as  wellast 
in  his  writings  in  general,  he  labours  the  proof  of  the 
pre-existence  of  Christ,  showing  that  it  is  consonant  to 
the  principles  of  platonism,  and  also  deducible  from 
the  writings  of  Moses,  and  other  parts  of  the  Jewish 
scriptures,  without  referring  to  any  other  writer  in  sup« 
port  of  what  he  advances. 

V  2.  He  does:  not  use  a  single  acrimonious  expression 
against  those  who  differed  from  him  with  respect  to  it; 
which  is  just  as  any  man  would  do  who  should,  write 
in  defence  of  a  novel  or  not  very  prevalent  opinion, 
and  one  of  which  himself  was  the  principal  abettor. 
He  even  provides  a  retreat  in  case  he  should  not  be 

in  the  natural  way;  to  whom  I  dp  not  assent,  though  the  majo* 
rity  may  have  told  me  that  they  had  been  of  the  same  opinion," 
Ice. 

•  Some  conjecture  that  the  original  reading  was  iyLVftpWf  in- 
stead of  TifLerspou  j  and  then  it  should  be  rendered  some  of  your. 
race^  meaning  the  Jewish  christians. '  But  there  is  no  authority 
{^r  this  from  any  maouscript* 
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able  to  prove  his  pomt ;  saying  that,  though  he  should 
fell  in  this,  it  would  not  follow  that  he  was  mistaken 
in  the  other ;  for  that  still  Jesus  might  be  ^e  Messiah^ 
(which  was  evidently  a  matter  of  the  first  consequence 
with  him,)  though  he  should  be  nothing  more  than  a 
man. 

3.  He  talks  of  not  being  overborne  by  the  authority 
c^  any  number  of  men,  even  his  fellow  christians,  but 
would  adhere  to  the  words  of  Christ  and  the  sense  of 
scripture ;  which  is  a  style  almost  peculiar  to  those 
whose  opinions  are  either  quite  novel,  or  at  least  not 
very  prevalent. 

4.  The  phrase  ^*  ndther  do  I  agree  with  the  majo* 
xity  of  christians,  who  may  have  [objected  to  iny  opi^ 
uon,'*  which  is  nearly  the  most  literal  rendering  of  the 
passage,  (though  I  would  not  be  understood  to  lay 
much  stress  on  that  circumstance,)  will  naturally  be 
construed  to  mean  that  the  majority  actually  did  make 
the  objection,  or  that  Justin  suspected  they  might 
make  it. 

When  I  consider  these  circumstances,  and  also  how 
apt  all  persons  are  to  make  their  own  party  more  nu- 
merous than  it  really  is,  I  am  Inclined  to  think  that^ 
even  if  the  passage  might  bear  such  a  construction  aa 
that  Justin  meant  to  insinuate  that  the  majority  were 
with  him,  yet  that  it  would  not  be  the  most  natursJ 
construction,  or  a  sufficient  authority  to  conclude  that 
such  was  the  fact.  I  therefore  think  that,  upon  the 
whole,  the  passage  has  all  the  appearance  of  an  apo* 
logy  ( which  is  all  that  I  have  asserted )  for  an  opinioi^ 
different  from  that  which  in  his  time  was  commonly 
rec^ved  on  the  subject. 

I  am,  no  doubt,  influenced  in  my  construction  c^ 
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d)]$  partiiiular  passage,  by  the  persuasicm  that  I  have^ 
from  other  independent  Evidence,  that  the  unitarians 
were  in  fact  the  majority  of  christians  in  the  time  of 
Justin ;  that  he  therefore  knew  this  to  be  the  case,  and 
could  not  mean  to  insinuate  the  contrary.  Another 
person,  having  a  different  persuasion  concerning  the 
state  of  opinions  in  that  age,  will  naturally  be  inclined* 
to  put  a  different  construction  upon^this  passage.  In 
this  case,  I  only  wish  that  he  would  suspend  his  judge- 
ment till  he  has  attended  to  my  other  arguments,  and 
l^fterwards  he  may  perhaps  see  this  passage  in  the  same 
light  in  which  I  do. 

The  word  ysvos,  I  ^l^nk  with  my  learned  friend,  re- 
fers to  natural  descent;  and  I  therefore 'conclude  that 
Justin  here  m^^ant  not  christians  in  general,  but  gentile 
christians  in  particular ;  because,  as  he  is  opposing  the 
opinion  concerning  Christy  which  made  him  to  be  a 
man  born  of  men,  not  to  the  doctrine  of  the  niiracum 
lous  conception,  but  only  to  his  pre-existence,  the  only 
idea  that  he  had  in  his  mind,  and  to  which  he  attended, 
was  that  of  his  simple  humanity;  and  We  have  podtive 
evidence  that  this  was  the  doctrine  of  all  the  Jewish 
christians^  so  that  he  could  not  speak  of  some  of  theoi 
holding  it,  and  others*  not.  Whereas  the  gentile  chri»> 
tisis  were  divided  on  that  subject ;  atid  some  of  them 
even  later  than  this,  viz.  in  the  time  of  Origen,  held 
that,  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  expression,  Jesus  was 
a  man  bom  of  man,  being  the  son,  of  Joseph  as  well 
as  of  Mary.  ^  I  therefore  think  that  Justin  meant  the 
gentile  christians ;  omitting  the  Jewish  christians,  whose 
sentiments  he  might  suppose  to  have  been  well  knowa 
to  the  learned  Jew  with  whom  he  was  conversing* 

Tillemont  somewhere  says  that  the  majority  of  the 


124  LiBTTBRff.TO  DR.  HdRSL£Y« 

JEbionites  seem  to  have  believed  that  Christ  was  the 
son  of  Joseph ;  and  as  I  find  no  mention  of  two  sorts 
of  Ebionites  (one  of  them  believing  the  miraculous 
conception,  and  the  other  not, )  before  the  time  of  Cri- 
men, it  is  probable  that  in  the  time  of  Justin  the  Jewish 
christians  were  almost  wholly  Ebionites  of  the  oldest 
denomination,  believing  Christ  to  be  man  bom  of 
man,  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  phrase ;  and  there* 
fore  that,  in  this  respect  also,  there  could  have  been 
no  pretence  for  any  insinuation  that  the  Jewish  chrisr 
tians  were  divided  on  this  point;  and  still  less,  that 
those  among  them  who  believed  Je$us  to  be  a  maa 
born  of  man,  were  not  a  very  great  majority  of 
them. 

It  is  plain  from  the  existence  of  such  christians,  both 
among  Jews  and  Gentiles,  in  the  time  of  Origeh,  and 
probably  much  later,  which  was  long  after  the  publi* 
-cation  of  the  gospels  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  even  in 
their  present  form,  (admitting  that  there  might  be 
some  doubt  relating  to  the  introductions  to  them  when 
they  were  first  published, )  that  they  considered  these 
evangelists  simply  as  historians j  and  by  no  means  as 
inspired  writers ;  so  that  they  thought  themselves  at 
liberty  to  admit  or  disregard  their  testimony  to  parti* 
cular  facts,  according  to  their  opinion  of  their  evidence 
being  competent  or  not  competent  in  those  particular 
cases.  I  have  frequently  avbwed  myself  not  to  be  a 
believer  in  the  ins|Hration  of  the  evangelists  and  apo* 
sties  as  writers,  and  have  given  my  reasons  pretty 
much  at  large  for  my  opinion.  I  therefore,  with  these 
ancient,  unitarians,  hold  this  subject  of  the  miraculous 
conception  to  be  one  with  respect  to  which  any  per- 
f(}p  is  fully  9t  liberty  to  think  as  the  evidence  sh^l  ap« 
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pear  to  him,  without  any  impeachment  of  his  faith  or 
character  as  a  christian. 

I  shall  conclude  this  article  with  observing  that^ 
without  attending  to  minute  criticisms,  it  is  quite  suf- 
ficient for  my  purpose  that  these  ancient  unitarian 
christians,  whether  they  held  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion or  not,  whether  they  were  Jews  or  Gentiles,  or 
whether  Justin  meant  to  represent  them  as  (strictly 
speaking)  the  majority  of  christians^  or  otherwise,  were 
not  treated  by  him  as  heretics.  Frond  this  circum* 
stance  alone  it  may  be  concluded  that  they  were  very 
numerous ;  because,  whenever  unitarians  have  not 
been  very  numerous,  and  made  a  respectable  figure 
among,  christians,  they  have  always  been  considered 
with  great  abhorrence,  and  have  been  cult  off  from 
communion  with  those  of  the  orthodox  persuasion. 

With  what  rancour  does  Eusebius  treat  this  class  of 
christians,  both  in  his  History,  and  in  his  Treatise  against 
Marcellus  of  Ancyra !  when  we  know,  from  Athanasius 
and  other  authoritfes,  that  they  were  at  that  time  very 
numerous,  (though  among  the  lower  classes  of  people,) 
and  probably  in  all  parts  of  the  christian  ^ world. 

When  these  things  are  duly  conddered,  it  can  hardly 
be  imag^led  but  that,  let  this  passage  in  Justin  be  coh« 
strued  in  any  manner  that  the  words  can  possibly  bear, 
it  will  be  sufficiently  to  my  purpose,  and  authorize  all 
the  use  that  I  have  made  of  it.  But  I  can  very  well 
spare  the  passage  altogether ;  thinking  that  I  have  evi* 
dence  enough  of  my  general  position  without  it.  After 
all  the  attention  which  I  have  given  to  this  subject,  I 
see  no  material  objection  to  the  manner  in  which  I 
have  expressed  myiself  concerning  it  in  my  History. 
If,  however^  there  should  be  a  demand  for  a  new  edi« 
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don  of  that  work,  I  shadl  endeaTour  to  make  it  a$  littlf 
exceptionable  as  possible,  consistent  with  my  own  real 
opinion. 

VII. 

« 

Ofihejirst  Author  of  the  Doctrine  of  the  permanent 

Personality  of  the  Logos* 

I  have  given  a  good  deal  of  attention  to  this  subject; 
and  from  a  careful  perusal  of  a  considerable  part  of 
Justin  Martyr's  writings,  I  think  it  very  probable  that 
he  was  either  the  first,  or  one  of  the  first,  who  ad- 
vanced the  doctrine  of  the  permanent  personality  of 
the  Logos.  I  think  he  writes  as  if  this  was  the  case  ; 
but  I  wish  that  some  other  person  would  -give  his  works 
a  more  careful  perusal  with  that  particular  view.  He 
was  probably  the  oldest  of  the  authorities  quoted  by 
the  anonymo^us  writer  referred  to  by  Eusebius,  as  the 
Clemens  mentioned  along  with  him  was  probably  not 
Clemens  Romanus,  but  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  who 
was  latet  than  Justin  Martyr.  Had  there  been  any 
pretence  for  quoting  Hegeappus  as  a  maintainer  of  the 
divinity  of  Christ,  he  would  certainly  have  been  men-" 
tioned  in  preference  to  Justin  Martyr,  or  any  others  in 
the  list;  not  only  because  he  was  an  earlier  writer,  but 
ehiefly  because  he  was  one  of  the  Jewish  christiiauis,  who 
are  well  known  not  to  have  favoured  that  opinion. 

As  to  the  hymns  used  by  christians,  and  said  to  have 
been  yrom  the  beginning  {ocrrtxfxnq)  by  those  who  were 
frieiids  to  the  supposed  doctrine  of  them,  no  inferaice 
can  safely  be  drawn  frcmi  them ;  because  divinity  may 
be  ascribed  to  persons  in  very  different  senses,  and 
some  of  them  very  innocent  ones;  and  as  to  their 
mntiquity,  it  is  very  possible,  for  any  thing  that  aj^ars 
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tD  the  contrary,  that  they  might  have  been  those  verf^ 
hymns  which  were  rejected  by  Paulus  Samosateosss  on 
account  of  their  novelty » 

VIIL 

Maxims  of  historical  Criticism. 

Though  the  maxims  of  historical  criticism  are  diltigft 
that  are  well  understood  by  all  persons  who  attend  to 
them,  ( and  indeed,  as  they  are  the  ultimate  principles 
of  all  reasoning  on  these  subjects,  it  would  otherwise 
be  in  vain  to  appeal  to  them  at  all,)  it  may  liot  be  un« 
Useful  to  enumerate  them,  and  to  illustrate  such  of 
them  as  may  seem  to  require  it.  Things  of  a  similar 
nature  have  been  done  >by  all  mathematicians  and  cri- 
tics. By  the  former  these  ultimate  propositions  su'c 
called  aocioms^  and  by  the  latter  canons  of  criticism  i 
and  as  I  %i$h  to  reduce  the  species  of  criticism  with 
which  I  and  my  opponents  are  now  conversant  to  the 
greatest  certainty,  I  have  followed  their  example.  I 
have,  however,  made  no  general  system,  but  have  only 
noted  such  particulars  as  I  myself  have  had  occasion 
for ;  and  even  this  I  am  far  from  pretending  to  have 
executed  with  perfect  accuracy:  but  I  give  it  as  a 
sketch  to  be  examined  at  lasure,  and  to  be  rectified 
whei;e  it  shall  appear  to  be  requisite. 

These  maxims  are  adapted  to  the  following  Summary 
Ftew  of  those  arguments  which,  I  apprehend,  establish 
my  principal  position,  viz.  that  the  christian  church  was 
originally  unitarian ;  and  therefore  I  have  annexed  to 
each  of  them  the  number  of  that  article  in  the  Sum^ 
mary  View  to  which  they  correspond,  that  they  may  be 
compared  together.  I  wish  that  Dr.  Horsley  and  other 
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trinitarians  would^  in  like  manner,  reduce  into  axioms 

the  principles  on  which  they  proceed,  that  they  may  be 

compared  with  mine:  and  perhaps  we  may  by  this 

means  be  assisted  in  coming  to  a  proper  issue  Jn  this 

controversy.     If  my  opponents  will  devise  any  odier 

method  that  shall  appear  to  be  better  adapted  to  gain 

the  same  desirable  end^  I  shall  heartily  concur  in  it, 

and  conform  to  it.    . 

1. 

When  two  persons  give  different  accounts  of  things,' 

that  evidence  is  to  be  preferred  which  is  either  in  itself 

more  probable,  or  more  agreeable  to  oth^r  credible 

testimony. 

2. 

Neither  is  entire  credit  to  be  given  to  any  set  of 
men  with  respect  to  what  is  reputable  to  them,  nor  to 
their  enemies  with  respect  to  what  is  disreputable; 
but  the  account  given  by  the  one  may  be  balanced  by 
that  of  the  other.     Summary  View,  No.  10# 

S. 

Accounts  of  any  set  of  men  given  by  their  enemies 
only,  are  always  suspicious.     But  the  confessions  of 
enemies,  and  circumstances  favourable  to  any  body  of' 
men,  collected  from  the  writings  of  their  adversaries, 
are  deserving  of  particular  regards 

It  is  more  natural  for  men  who  wish  to  speak  dis* 
paragingly  of  any  sect,  to  undervalue  their  numbers,  as 
well  as  every  thing  else  relating  to  them;  and  it  is 
equally  natui'al  for  those  who  wish  to  spead^  respect^ 
fiiUy  of  any  party,  to  represent  the  members  of  it  as 
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more   numerous   than   they  are.      Summary  View, 

No.  IS. 

5.    '> 

When  persons  form  themselves  into  societies,  so  as 
to  be  distinguishable  from  others,  they  never  fail  to  get 
some  particular  name,  either  assumed  by  themselves 
or  imposed  by  others.  This  is  necessary  in  order  to 
make  them  the  subject  of  conversation,  long  peri- 
phrases in  discourse  being  very  inconvenient.     Sum* 

mary  View,  No.  8. 

6. 

W^hen  particular  opinions  are  ascribed  to  a  particular 
class  of  men,  without  any  distinction  of  the  time  when 
those  opinions  were  adopted  by  them,  it  may  be  pre- 
sumed that  they  were  supposed  to  hold  those  opinions 
from  the  time  that  they  received  their  denomination. 
Summary  View,  No.  4.  . 

7. 

"When  a  particular  description  is  given  of  a  class  of 
persons  within  any  period  of  time,  any  person  who 
can  be  proved  to  have  the  proper  character  of  one  of 
that  class^  may  be  deemed  to  have  belonged  to  it,  and 
to  have  enjoyed  all  the  privileges  of  it,  whatever  they 
were.     Summary  View,  No.  9. 

8. 

When  an  historian,  or  writer  of  any  kind,  profess- 
edly enumerates  the  several  species  belonging  to  any 
genusy  or  general  body  of  men,  and  omits  any  parti- 
cular species  or  denomination,  which,  if  it  had  be- 
longed to  the  genus,  he,  from  his  situation  and  cir- 
cumstances, was  not  likely  to  have  overlooked,  it  may 
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be  presumed  that  he  did  not  conader  that  particular 

species  as  belonging  to  the  genus.     Summary  View^ 

No.  7. 

9. 

Great  changes  in  opinion  are  not  usually  made  of  a 

sudden,  and  never  by  great  bodies  of  men.     That  hi* 

story^  therefore,  which  represents  such  changes  as 

having  been  made  gradually,  and  by  easy  steps,  is 

always  the  more  probable  on  that  account.    Summary 

View,  No.  1 6. 

10. 

The  common  or  unlearned  people  in  any  country, 
who  do  not  speculate  much,  retain  longest  any  opi* 
nions  with  which  their  minds  have  been  much  im* 
pressed ;  and  therefore  we  always  look  for  the  oldest 
opinions  in  any  country,  or  any  class  of  men,  among 
the  common  people,  and  not  among  the  learned. 
Summary  View,  No.  13,  14. 

If  any  new  opinions  be  i  introduced  into  a  society, 
they  are  most  likely  to  have  introduced  them  who  held 
opinions  similar  to  them  before  they  joined  that  so- 
ciety.    Summary  View,  No.  15. 

12. 

If  any  particular  opinion  has  never  failed  to  excite 
great  indignation  in  all  ages  and  nations,  where  a  con- 
trary opinion  has  been  generally  received^  and  that 
particular  opinion  can  be  proved  to  have  existed  in 
any  age  or  country  when  it  did  not  excite  indignation, 
it  may  be  concluded  that  it  had  many  partisans  in  that 
age  or  country.    For,  the  opinion  being  (he  same,  it 
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could  not  of  itself  be  more  respectable ;  and,  humaa 

nature  being  the  same,  it  could  not  but  have  been  re« 

garded  in  -the  same  light,  so  long  as  the  same  stress 

was  laid  on  the  opposite  opinion.     Summary  View^ 

No.  1.  11, 12. 

13. 

When  a  time  is  given,  in  which  any  very  remark* 
€ble  and  interesting  opinion  was  not  believed  by  a  cer- 
tain class  of  people,  and  another  time  in  which  the  be* 
lief  of  it  was  general,  the  introduction  of  such  an 
opinion  may  always  be  known  by  the  effects  which  it 
tvill  produce  ^upon  the  minds  and  in  the  conduct  of 
men ;  by  the  alarm  which  it  will  give  to  some,  and 
the  defence  of  it  by  others.     If,  therefore,  no  alarm 
was  given,  and  no  defence  of  it  was  made  within  any 
particular  period,  it  may  be  concluded  that  the  intro- 
duction of  it  did  not  take  place  within  that  period* 
Summary  View,  No.  2,  8.  6. 

14. 

When  any  particular  opinion  or  practice  is  neces-* 
sarily  or  customarily  accompanied  by  any  other  opinion 
or  practice,  if  the  latter  be  not  found  within  any  par<* 
ticular  period,  it  may  be  presumed  that  the  former  did 
not  exist  within  that  period.    Summary  View,  No.  5. 

IX. 

A  Summary  View  of  the  Evidence  for  the  Primitive 
Christians  having  held  the  Doctrine  of  the  simple 
Humanity  of  Christ. 

1 .  It  is  acknowledged  by  early  writers  of  the  ortho- 
dox persuasion,  that  two  kinds  dF  heresy  existed  in  the 

K  2 
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times  of  the  apostles,  viz.  that  of  those  who  held  that 
Christ  was  simply  a  man,  and  that  of  the  Gnostics ; 
.  of  whom  some  believed  that  Christ  was  man  only  in 
appearance,  and  others  that  it  was  only  Jesus^  and  not 
the  Christy  (a  pre-existent  spirit  who  descended  from 
heaven,  and  dwelt  in  him,)  that  suflFered  on  the  cross. 
Now  the  apostle  John  animadverts  with  the  greatest 
severity  upon  the  latter,  but  makes  no  mention  of  the 
former ;  and  can  it  be  thought  probable  that  he  would 
pass  it  without  censure  if  he  had  thought  it  to  be  an 
error,  considering  how  great  and  how  dangerous  an 
error,  it  has  always  been  thought  by  those  whp  have 
considered  it  as  being  an  error  at  all  ?  Maxim  1 2« 

2.  The  great  objection  that  Jews  have  always  made 
to  Christianity  in  it$  present  state  is,  that  it  enjoins  the 
wor^ip  of  more  gods  than  one ;  and  it  is  a  great  ar- 
ticle with  the  christian  writers  of  the  second  and  foU 
lowing  centuries  to  answer  this  objection.  But  it  does 
not  appear  in  all  the  book  of  Acts,  in  which  we  hear 
much  of  the  cavils  of  the  Jews,  both  in  Jerusalem  and 
in  many  parts  of  the  Roman  empire,  that  they  made 
any  such  objection  to  Christianity  then;  nor  do  the 
apostles,  either  there  or  in  their  Epistles,  advance  any 
thing  with  a  view  to  such  an  objection.  It  may  be 
presumed,  therefore,  that  no  such  offence  to  the  Jews 
had  then  been  given  by  the  preaching  of  a  doctrine  so 
offensive  to  them  as  that  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  must 
have  been.     Maxim  1 2, 1 3. 

3.  As  no  Jew  had  originally  any  idea^f  their  Mes- 
^ah  being  more  than  a  man,  and  as  the  apostles  and 
the  first  christians  had  certainly  the  same  idea  at  first 
concerning  Jesus,  it  may  be  supposed  that,  if  ever  they 
bad  been  informed  that  Jesus  was  not  a  man,  but  either 
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God  himself,  or  the  maker  of  the  world  under  God, 
we  should  have  been  able  to  trace  the  time  and  the 
circumstances  in  which  so  great  a  discovery  was  made 
to  them ;  and  that  we  should  Kave  perc^treiTt  tieraect 
which  it  had  upon  their  minds ;  at  least  by  some 
change  in  their  manner  of  speaking  concerning  him. 
But  nothing  of  this  kind  is  to  be  found  in  the  Gospels, 
in  the  book  of  Acts,  or  in  any  of  the  Epistles.  We 
perceive  marks  enow  of  other  new  views  of  things, 
especially  of  the  call  of  the  Gentiles  to  partake  of  the 
privileges  of  the  gospel ;  and  we  hear  much  of  the 
disputes  and  the  eager  contention  which  it  occasioned* 
But  how  much  more  must  all  their  prejudices  have 
been  shocked  by  the  information  that  a  person  whom 
they  first  took  to  be  a  mere  man,  was  not  a  man,  but 
either  God  himself,  or  the  maker  of  the  world  under 
God?  Maxim  13. 
.  4.  All  the  Jewish  christians,  after  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem,  which  was  immediately  after  the  age  of  the 
apostles,  are  said  to  have  been  Ebionites ;  and  these  l{j(__  th-r-^^ 
were  only  of  two  sorts,  some  of  them  holding  the  mi-  ^^2^  ^ 
raculous  conception  of  our  Saviour,  and  others  believ-  ^ —  /^ 
ing  that  he  was  the  son  of  Joseph  as  well  as  of  ,Mary»  /A^*^ 
None  of  them  are  said  to  have  believed  either  that  he 
was  God,  or  the  maker  of  the  world  under  God.  And 
is  \t  at  all  credible  that  the  body  of  the  Jewish  christians, 
if  they  had  ever  been  instructed  by  the  apostles  in  the 
doctrine"  of  the  divinity  or  pre-existence  of  Christ, 
would  so  soon,  and  so  generally,  if  not  universally, 
have  abandoned  that  faith  ?    Maxim  6. 

5.  Had  Christ  been  considered  as  God,  or  the 
maker  of  the  world  under  God,  in  the  early  ages  of 
the  church,  he  would  naturally  have  been  the  proper 
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object  of  prayer  to  christians ;  nay,  more  so  than  God 
the  Father,  with  whom,  on  the  scheme  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  trinity,  they  must  have  known  that  they  had  less 
immediate  intercourse.  But  prayers  to  Jesus  Christ 
were  not  used  in  early  times,  but  gained  ground  gra- 
dually with  the  opinion  of  Christ  being  God,  and  the 
object  of  worship.     Maxim  14. 

6.  Athanasius  represents  the  apostles  as  obliged  to 
use  great  caution  not  to  offend  their  first  converts  with 
the  doctrine  of  Christ's  divinity,  and  as  forbearing  to 
urge  that  topic  till  they  were  first  well  established  in 
the  belief  of  his  being  the  Messiah.  He  adds,  that 
the  Jews,  being  in  an  error  on  this  subject,  drew  the 
Gentiles  into  it.  Chrysostom  agrees  with  Athanasius 
in  this  representation  of  the  silence  of  the^  apostles  in 
their  first  preaching,  both  with  respect  to  the  divinity 
of  Christ  and  his  miraculous  conception.  They  both 
represent  them  as  leaving  their  disciples  to  learn  the 
doctrine  of  Christ's  divinity  by  way  of  inference  from 
certain  expressions ;  and  they  do  not  pretend  to  pro- 
duce any^instance  in  which  they  taught  that  doctrine 
clearly  and  explicitly.     Maxim  1 3. 

7*  ^egesippus,  the  first  christian  historian,  himself 
a  Jew,  and  therefore  probably  an  Ebionite,  enumerat- 
ing the  heresies  of  his  time,  mentions  several  of  the 
Gnostic  kind,  but  not  that  of  Christ  being  a  mere 
man.  He  moreover  says,  that  in  travelling  to  Rome, 
where  he  arrived  in  the  time  of  Anicetus,  he  found  all 
the  churches  that  he  visited  held  the  faith  which  had 
been  taught  by  Christ  and  the  apostles,  which,  in  his 
opinion,  was  probably  that  of  Christ  being  not  God, 
but  man  only.  Justin  Martyr  also,  and  Clemens  Alez- 
andrinus^  who  wrote  after  Hegesippus,  treat  largely  of 
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heresies  in  general,  without  mentioning  or  alluding  to 
the  unitarians.     Maxiin  8. 

8.  All  those  who  were  deemed  heretics  in  early 
tiines  were  cut  ofF  from  the  communion  of  those  who 
call^  themselves  the  orthodox  christians,  and  went  by 
son^e  particular  name,  generally  that  of  their  leader. 
But  the  unitarians  among  the  gentiles  were  not  ex- 
pelled from  the  Assemblies  of  christians,  but  worshipped 
along  with  those  who  were  called  orthodox,  and  had 
no  particular  name  till  the  time  of  Victor,  who  excom* 
municated  Theodotus }  and  a  long  time  after  that  £pi« 
phanius  endeavoured  to  give  them  the  name  of  AlogL 
And  though  the  EUonites,  probably  about  or  before 
this  time,  had  been  excommunicated  by  the  Gentile 
christians,  it  was,  as  Jerom  says,  only  on  account  of 
their  rigid  adherence  to  the  law  of  Moses.    Maxim  5. 

9.  The  apostles*  creed  is  that  which  was  taught  to 
all  catechumens  before  baptism,  and  additions  were 
made  to  it  from  time  Co  time,  in  order  to  exclude  those 
who  were  denominated  heretics.  Now,  though  there 
are  several  articles  in  that  creed  which  allude  to  the 
Gnostics,  and  tacitly  condemn  them,  there  was  not,  in 
the  time  of  Tertullian,  any  article  in  it  that  alluded  to 
the  unitarians ;  so  that  even  then  any  unitarian,  at  lea^ 
one  believing  the  miraculous  conception,  might  have 
subscribed  it.  It  may,  therefore,  be  concluded,  that 
simple  unitarianism  was  not  deemed  heretical  at  the 
end  of  the  second  century.     Maxim  ?• 

.10.  It  is  acknowledged  by  Eusebius  and  others,  that 
the  ancient  unitarians  themselves  constantly  asserted 
that  their  doctrine  was  the  prevailing  opinion  of  the 
christian  church  till  the  time  of  Victor.    Maxim  2. 

11.  Justin  Martyr,  who  maintains  the  pre-existence 
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of  Christ,  is  so  far  from  calling  the  contrary  opinion  a 
heresy  J  that  what  he  says  on  the  subject  is  evidently  an 
apology  for  his  own :  and  when  he  speaks  of  heretics 
in  general,  which  he  does  with  great  indignation,  as  no 
christians,  and  having  no  communication  with  chris- 
tians, he  mentions  the  Gnostics  only.     Maxim  12. 

12.  Irenasus,  who  was  after  Justin,  and  who  wrote 
a  large  treatise  on  the  subject  of  heresy,  says  very 
little  concerning  the  Ebionites.  Those  Ebionites  he 
speaks  of  as  believing  that  Christ  was  the  son  of  Jo« 
seph,  and  he  makes  no  mention  of  those  who  believed 
the  miraculous  conception.     Maxim  12. 

1 3.  Tertullian  represents  the  majority  of  the  com- 
mon or  unlearned  christians,  the  IdiotiSj  as  unitarians; 
and  it  is  among  the  common  people  that  we  always 
find  the  oldest  opinions  in  any  country,  and  in  any 
sect,  while  the  learned  are  most  apt  to  innovate.  It 
may  therefore  be  presumed  that,  as  the  unitarian  doc- 
trine was  held  by  the  common  people  in  the  time  of 
Tertullian,  it  had  been  more  general  still  before  that 
time,  and  probably  universal  in  the  apostolical  age. 
Athanasius  also  mentions  it  as  a  subject  of  complaint 
to  the  orthodox  of  his  age,  that  the  many,  and  espe- 
cially persons  of  low  understandings ,  were  inclined  to 
the  unitarian  doctrine.     Maxin)  4.  10. 

14.  The  first  who  held  and  discussed  the  doctrine 
of  the  divinity  of  Christ,  acknowledged  that  their  opi- 
nions were  exceedingly  unpopular  among  the  unlearned 
christians ;  that  these  dreaded  the  doctrine  of  the  tri« 
nity,  thinking  that  it  infringed  upon  the  doctrine  of 
&e  supremacy  of  God  the  Father ;  and  the  learned 
christians  tnake  frequent  apologies  to  them  and  to 
others  for  their  own  o{Hnion«    Maxim  10« 
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15.  The  divinity  of  Christ  was  first  advanced  and 
urged  by  those  who  had  been  heathen  philosophers, 
and  especially  those  who  were  admirers  of  the  doc- 
trine of  Plato,  who  held  the  opinion  of  a  second  God. 
Austin  says,  that  he  considered* Christ  as  no  other  than 
-a  most  excellent  man,  and  had  no  suspicion  of  the 
word  of  God  being  incarnate  in  him,  or  how  "  the 
catholic  faith  differed  from  the  error  of  Photinus," 
(the  last  of  the  proper  unitarians  whose  name  is  come 
down  to  us,)  till  he  read  the  books  of  Plato ;  and  that 
he  was  afterwards  confirmed  in  the  Catholic  doctrine 
by  reading  the  scriptures.     Consiantine,  in  his  oration 
to  the  fathers  of  the  council  of  Nice,  speaks  with  com- 
mendation of  Piato,  as  having  taught  the  doctrine  of 
**  a  second  God,  derived  from  the  supreme  God,  and 
subservient  to  his  will.''     Maxim  IK 

1 6.  There  is  a  pretty  easy  gradation  in  the  progress 
of  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ ;  as  he  was 
first  thought  to  be  a  God  in  some  qualified  sense  of 
the  word,  a  distinguished  emanation  from  the  supreme 
mind ;  and  then  the  Logos,  or  the  wisdom  of  God 
personified ;  and  this  logos  was  first  thought  to  be  only 
occasionally  detached  from  the  Deity,  and  then  drawn 
into  his  essence  again,  before  it  was  imagined  that  it 
had  a  permanent  personality  distinct  from  that  of  the 
source  from  which  it  sprung.  And  it  was  not  till  400 
years  after  that  time  that  this  logos^  or  Christ,  was 
thought  to  be  properly  equal  to  the  Father.  Whereas, 
on  the  other  hand,  it  is  now  pretended  that  the  apostles 
taught  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ,  yet  it 
cannot  be  demed  that  in  the  very  times  of  the  apostles 
the  Jewish  church,  and  many  of  the  Gentiles  also,  held 
the  opinion  of  his  bemg  a  mere  man.  Here  the  trans* 
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idod  IS  quite  sudden,  without  any  gradation  at  alL 
This  must  naturally  have  given  the  greatest  alarni^ 
such  as  is  now  given  to  those  who  are  called  orthodox 
by  the  present  Socinians }  and  yet  nothing  of  this  kind 
can  be  percdved.  Besides^  it  is  certainly  most  pro* 
bable  that  the  christians  of  those  times,  urged  ^  diey 
were  with  the  meanness  of  their  master,  should  incline 
to  add  tOj  rather  than  take  from,  his  natural  rank  and 
dignity.    Maxim  9. 
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*         Extract  of  a  Letter  from  a  Friend. 

Dear  Sir,  November  5^  1783i» 

1  HAVE  just  been  reading  Dr.  Horsley's  charge  against 
you»  to  which  I  doubt  not  you  will  make  a  proper 
reply.  As  he  seems  to  triumph  in  your  having,  as  he 
supposes^  mistaken  the  sense  of  some  Greek  quota- 
tions ;  and  as  parallel  passages  are  not  always  at  hand^ 
though  common  enough  if  we  could  wait  for  them  till 
they  occur,  I  take  the  liberty  of  sending  you  one  that 
I  have  since  met  with  m  Demosthenes^  and  another 
from  Thucydides. 

In  opposition  to  your  interpretation  of  the  beginning 
of  John's  gospel,  he  says,  the  natural  force  of  ovrog  is 
this  person.  Very  true,  if  the  noun  to  which  it  be- 
longs represent  a  person ;  but  if  the  noun  be  only  the 
name  of  a  thing,  then  the  natural  force  of  ovTog  will  be 
this  things  as  appears  from  the  following  passage  from 
Demosthenes,  1st  Olynthiac,  Nuv/  h  Khci^og  ^Ksr  ng 
QVTog ;  0  Toov  0?\.vv9icuv  avTO^/^otTog  ifj  TToKii*  *'  Now 
comes  another  conjuncfbre ;  what  conjuncture  ?  That 
which  voluntarily  offers  itself  to  the  republic  from  the 
Olynthians."     Franc  is. 

The  Doctor  is  much  displeased  with  your  translating 
evK  ccXXa>  Tivi  fj  nothing  but.  To  be  sure,  if  it  were 
clear  from  other  arguments  that  the  Koyog  and  a-oPiot 
in  question  were  persons^  his  translation  would  be  the 
true  one.    But  that  those  words  cannot  always  be  un* 
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derstood  to  mean  no  other  person^  will  be  manifest  from 
the  following  passage  of  Thucydides^  lib.iv.  cap.  cxxvi« 
p.  511, 

Owe  olXKsv  rm  Ktijcrofuvoi  i^v  Swacrreiay,  i;  tw  ^^xo^uvoi  rLpeb* 
^6iy.  Qui  nulla  alia  ratione  principatuni  sunt  adepti,  quam  quod 
(hostes)  prseliando  superarent. 

As  to  the  other  passage  from  Theophilus,  of  which 
the  Doctor  takes  nodce  in  his  6Sd  page,  when  you 
come  tQ  look  at  it  again,  you  will  perceive  that  you  did 
not  exactly  hit  on  the  meaning  of  the  last  line ;  and  I 
think  the  Doctor  was  a  little  warped  by  his  system, 
when  he  translajled  God  the  word,  the  wisdom,  Man. 
I  think  it  pretty  plain  from  the  preceding  words,  tov 
Bsov  Ttai  TOV  XoyoVf  ytui  Trjg  cro(pias  aurou,  that  the  words 
in  question  should  be  translated  '*  that  there  might  be 
God,  his  wbrd,  his  wisdom,  (and)  man."  But  this  I 
submit  to  your  better  judgement. 
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PREFACE. 


I  AM  truly  concerned  that  the  discussion  which  I  have 
entered  into,  of  the  historical  evidence  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  primitive  ages  concerning  the  person  of  Christ, 
has  not  taken  the  amicable  turn  that  I  proposed,  and 
of  which  I  gave  a  specimen  in  my  former  series  of 
Letters  to  Dr.  Horsley.  Those  were  strictly  argumen* 
tative^  and  likewise  uniformly  respectful.  But  as  hi$ 
Letters,  in  answer  to  me,  are  written  in  a  style  that  is 
far  from  corresponding  to  mine,  as  the  reader  must 
perceive  in  every  page,  to  reply  to  him  in  the  same 
respectful  manner  in  which  I  first  wrote,  would  have 
been  unnatural  and  absurd.  In  the  present  publica* 
tion,  therefore,  I  have  taken  the  liberty  to  treat  him 
-with  more  freedom. 

As  he  has  declared  that  he  will  make  no  further  re- 
ply to  me,  I  imagine  that  this  publication  will  close  the 
present  controversy ;  and  I  hope  it  will  not  have  been 
without  its  use  in  promoting  the  cause  of  truth,  though 
I  am  persuaded  it  would  have  answered  this  end  still 
more  effectually,  if  rtiy  proposal  of  a  perfectly  amicable 
discussion,  and  also  that  of  bringing  it  to  its  proper 
termination,  had  been  accepted.  • 

I  am  now  proceeding  with  my  larger  History  of  the 
State  of  Opinions  concerning  Christ  in  the  primitive 
Times.  But  to  execute  this  work  as  I  wish  to  do  it, 
and  consistently  with  my  other  engagements  and  pur- 
suits, will  require  a  considerable  time,  hardly  less  than 
two  or  three  years.    Nor  will  my  readers  wonder  at 


J  J  0t  I  am  determined  to  ex- 

fiif^^    thH  that  has  been  written  by 
^^  ^fyr^y^^f^%  ^*^  first  five  or  six  centuries 
^^Iffsi^^^  ^'Tthe  single  view  of  collecting  from 
J^^  ChrJ^^'  ^jcBti  find  to  throw  light  on  this  parti- 
tb^  *^^^^^^  Afi^^  ^^^^  examination,  in  which  I  have 
cubr  ^^^-^ jj considerdble  progress,  I  shall  carefully 
glre^^y    L^jever  the  most  respectable  modern  writers 
^      {v^ticed  on  this  subject ;  and  I  shall  then  com- 
^^^^  ug  vi^ork  with  all  the  circumspection  that  I  am 
P^  5fe  off  introducing  into  it  any  thing  that  I  shall 
K*  k  p^^P^^  ^''^"^  "^y  different  publications  in  this 
^rovcrsy,  (which  I  consider  as  only  answering  a 
fctnponry  purpose,)  and  then  abandon  it  to  the  cen- 
sures of  my  critics ;  and  I  hope  there  will  not  be  want- 
ing abler  men  than  Dr.  Horsley  to  discover  and  correct 
whatever  imperfections  may,  after  all,  be  found  in  it, 

I  will  not  rashly  commit  myself  with  respect  to  the 
issue  of  an  inquiry  of  this  extent,  and  that  is  not  yet 
completed ;  but  I  can  assure  my  readers  that  1  see  the 
most  abundant  cause  to  be  satisfied  with  every  thing 
of  consequence  that  I  have  advanced  in  this  contror 
versy ;  and  that  I  am  able  to  produce  much  additional 
evidence  for  every  article  of  it,  as  well  as  a  variety  of 
other  matter  relating  to  the  subject,  which  will  throw 
light  on  the  opinions  and  turn  of  thinking  in  early 
limes. 

Among  other  particulars,  I  shall  examine,  as  tho- 
roughly as  I  can,  those  platonic  notions  concerning 
God,  and  the  general  system  of  things,  which  pre- 
pared the  way  for  the  doctrine  of  the  divfnity  of  Christ, 
and  of  the  trinity;  showing  how  they  were  under- 
stood, and  how  far  they  were  adopted,  by  the  christian 
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writers.  In  the  mean  time,  having  long  given  a  good 
deal  of  attention  to  the  subject,  I  will  venture  to  say, 
that  from  what  Dr.  Horsley  has  dropped  concerning 
Platonism,  as  well  as  from  the  admiration  he  has  ex* 
pressed  of  it,  he  understands  very  little  of  the  matter. 

As  I  now  consider  this  controversy  as  closed,  it  is 
probable  that  till  my  larger  work  be  printed, .  the  pub- 
lic will  bear  no  more  from,  me  on  this  subject.  But  if 
any  thing  more  plausible  than  has  yet  been  urged 
should  appear,  I  shall  have  an  opportunity  of  noticing 
it  in  the  Theological  Repository,  which  I  hope  soon  to 
open  again ;  and  if  any  person  will  give  his  name,  and 
propose  any  difficulty  whatever  relating  to  the  present 
discussion,  so  that  I  shall  see  reason  <o  think  that  it 
proceeds  from  a  love  of  truth,  and  a  desire  of  infor« 
mation,  t  here  promise  that  I  will  speak  fully  to  it,  and 
1  shall  be  as  explicit  as  I  possibly  can.  But  to  be  more 
8o  than  I  have  hitherto  been  is  impossible*  Such  asL 
I  have  been  the  public  shall  always  find  me.  I  have 
no  reserve  or  concealment  wit^  respect  to  myself,  and 
1  shall  always  endeavour  to  preserve  as  much  candour 
as  posable  with  regard  to  others.  But  if  I  have  been 
addicted  to-  the  artifices  and  deceits  that  Dr.  Hdrsley 
80  vehemently  accuses  me  of,  and  if  J  have  actually 
practised  them  to  the  age  of  fifty,  I  shall  hardly  lay 
them  aside  now.  Let  the  public,  tha'efore,  be  upon 
their  guard  against  me,  and  ^^  watch  me  as  narrowly'' 
as  h^  says,  p.  39,  is  necessary.  Great  changes  in  cha^ 
meter  and  habit  seldom  take  place  at  my  age. 

In  this  larger  work,  on  which  I  am  now  employed, 
I  find  myself  in  a  great  measure  upon  new  ground. 
At  least,  I  see  reason  to  think  that  it  has  never  been 
sufficiently  examined  by  any  person  who  has  had  the 


•    ^ 


146 


FUEFACE* 


same  general  views  of  things  that  I  have.  Dr.  Lard- 
ner,  who  was  as  much  conversant  with  the  early  chris-> 
tian  writers  as  perhaps  any  man  whatever,  and  whose 
sentiments  on  the  subject  of  this  controversy  were  the 
same  with  mine,  yet  had  another  object  in  reading 
them.  When  I  applied  to  him  for  some  assistance 
it  was  too  near  the  close  of  his  life ;  and  the  few 
hints  with  which  he  did  ftirnish  me  related  wholly  to 
the  doctrine  of  atonement^  on  which  he  had  before 
published  a  small  tract  of  mine. 

Przipcovius  wrote  upon  this  subject ;  bat  what  he 
has  advanced  is  very  short,  and  very  imperfect.  What 
Zuicker  did  I  can  only  learn  from  Bishop  Bull,  who 
had  not  seen  all  his  works ;  but  I .  suspect  that  he  was 
not  master  of  all  the  evidence  that  may  be  procured 
from  a  careful  reading  of  ancient  writers,  and  a  com- 
parison of  the  several  circumstances  to  be  collected 
from  them ;  and  it  certainly  requires  no  small  degree 
of  padence,  as  well  as  judgement  and  sagacity,  to  trace 
the  real  state  of  the  unitarian  christians  in  early  times, 
from  the  writings  of  their  enemies  only.  For  all  their 
own  writings  are  either  grossly  interpolated,  or  have 
perished,  except  the  Clementines,  which  is  a  work  of 
great  curiosity,  and  has  not  yet  been  sufficiently  con- 
sidered«  But  a  candid  reader  will  make  allowance  for 
this  great  disadvantage,  which,  as  the  historian  of  the 
unitarians,  1  must  labour  under.  Who  is  there  that 
will  pretend  to  collect  from  the  Roman  historians  only 
a  complete  account  of  the  affairs  of  the  Carthaginians, 
the  maxims  of  their  conduct^  and  the  motives  of  their 
public  transactions,  especially  in  relation  to  those  things 
i^ith  respect  to  which  we  know  that  they  mutually  ac« 
cused  each  other  ? 
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The  Clementines  (of  which  the  Recognitions  is  little 
more  than  another  edition)  was  probably  written  about 
the  time  of  Justin  Martyr.  It  is  properly  a  theologi* 
cal  romance^  and  a  fine  composition  of  its  kind.  The 
author  was  perhaps  too  proud  of  his  abilities  as  a  wri^ 
ter ;  but  his  work  is  certainly  superior  to  any  thing 
that  is  now  extant  of  that  age,  the  writings  of  Justin 
Martyr  by  no  means  excepted.  It  abounds  with  cu« 
rious  circumstances  relating  to  the  customs  and  opi- 
nions of  the  times ;  and  on  that  account  it  is  strongly 
recommended  by  Cotelerius,  the  editor.  He  says,  that 
^*  though  it  abounds  with  trifles  and  errors,  which  had 
their  source  in  a  half  christian  philosophy  and  heresy, 
especially  that  of  the  Ebionites,  it  may  be  read  with 
advantage,  both  on  account  of  the  elegance  of  the 
style,  and  the  various  learning  that  it  contains,  and 
likewise  for  the  better  understanding  the  doctrine  of 
the  first  heretics*.*** 

It  is  remarkable,  not  only  that  the  author  of  this 
work,  writing  in  the  names  of  Peter  and  Clement^ 
makes  them  unitarians^  but  that,  in  a  great  variety  of 
theological  discussions  upon  nice  subjects,  (in  which 
every  thing  relating  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Gnostic^,  as 
it  then  stood,  is  minutely  treated,)  thei^e  is  no  appear- 
ance of  his  having  so  much  as  heard  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  personification  of  the  logosy  or  of  the  divinity 
or  pre^exvistence  of  Christy  in  any  other  form  than  that 
of  the  Gnostics,  except  in  some  particular  expressions 

*  £t  vero  qux  damus  Ckrhentinaf  licet  nugis,  licet  errorlbus 
•catenty  a  semichristiana  pbilosophiaj  et  bteresi,  prase ipue  Ebio- 
nitica,  piofectis,  non  sine  fructu  tamen  legentur,  turn  propter 
elegantiam  seritionis/tum  multiplicis  doctrine  causa,  turn  de- 
ziique  ad  melius  cognoscenda  primarum  Hxresiop  dogmata.—- 

^2 
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which  Cotelerius  supposes  to  be  the  interpolations  of 
some  Arian.  It  is  probable,  therefore,  that  though 
some  of  the  works  of;  Justin  Martyr  might  perhaps 
have  been  extant  when  this  writer  was  employed  about 
his,  they  were  but  little  known,  or  his  opinions  might 
have  been  adopted  by  few  persons  only. 

Now  this  writer,  whose  knowledge  of  the  state  of 
opinions  in   his  time  calinot  be  questioned,   would 
hardly  have  represented  Peter  and  Clement  as"  unita- 
rians if  he  had  not  thought  them  to  be  such.     Nay,  it 
may  be  inferred  from  the  view  that  he  has  given  of 
their  principles,  that^  supposing  the  doctrine  of  the 
trinity  to  have  existed  in  his  time,  yet  that  Peter,  Cle- 
ment, and  consequently  the  great  body  of  christians  in 
the  apostolic  age,  were  generally  thought  to  have  been 
unitarians,  as  he  must  have  imagined  that  this  *circum« 
stance  would  contribute  to  the  credibility  of  his  narra<* 
tive.    A  writer  who  personates  another  will  be  as  care- 
ful as  he  can  to  ascribe  to  him  no  opinions  but  such  as 
are  commonly  supposed  to  be  his ;  for  without  this  the 
miposition,  if  any  such  was  intended,  could  not  answer 
his*  purpose.     But  I  much  question  whether  any  se- 
rious imposition  was  really  intended  by  this  writer. 
The  further  consideration  of  this  subject,  however,  I 
reserve  for  my  larger  work. 

To  return  from  this  digression,  I  shall  observe,  that, 
as  to  the  leiarned  christians  of  the  last  age,  (excepting 
the  Athanasians,)  they  were  almost  all  Arians,  such  as 
Dr.  Whitby,  Dr.  Clarke,  Mr.  Whiston,  Mr.  Jackson, 
Mr.  Pierce,  &c.  In  their  time  it  was  a  great  thing  to 
prove  that  the  doctrine  of  the  perfect  equality  pf  the 
Son  to  the  Father  in  all  divine  perfections,  was  not  the 
doctrine  of  the  early  ages.     Those  writers  could  not 
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indeed  help  perceiving  traces  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
simple  humanity  of  Christ ;  but  taking  it  for  granted 
that  this  was  an  opinion  concerning  him  as  much  too 
low  as  that  of  the  Athanasians  was  too  high,  and  there 
being  no  distinguished  advocates  for  the  proper  unita^ 
rian  doctrine  in  their  time,  they  did  not  give  sufficient 
attention  to  the  circumstances  relating  to  it.  These 
circumstances  it  will  be  my  business  to  collect  and  to 
compare ;  and  situated  as  I  am,  it  may  be  depended 
upon  that  I  shall  do  it  With  all  the  circumspection  of 
which  I  am  capable. 

Notwithstanding  the  fullness  of  my  own  persuasion, 
I  am  far  from  being  sanguine  in  my  expectations  with 
respect  to  others,  even  from  the  strongest  evidence  that 
I  can  produce  of  the  primitive  christians  having  been 
universally  or  very  generally  unitarians*  Though  there 
do  not  appear  to  be  so  many  learned  Arians  at  present 
as  there  were  thirty  or  forty  years  ago,  yet  I  am  well 
aware  that  the  impression  made  by  their^  writings  is 
such,  as  that  those  persons  who  have  now  the  most  re^ 
^  putation  for  theological  literature  (having,  in  fact,  been 
their  disciples )  are  very  generally  of  their  opinion,  as 
X  myself  formerly  was ;  and  therefore  that  there  is  at 
present,  as  might  well  be  expected,  a  general  prepos- 
session against  me  among  the  more  learned  christians 
with  respect  to  this  argument. 

I  am  also  not  so  ignorant  of  history  or  of  human 
nature  as  not  t;o  be  sensible  that  time  is  requisite  to 
make  any  considerable  change  even  in  the  opinions  of 
the  learned',  though  it  certainly  requires  more  time  to 
produce  an  equal  change  in  those  of  the  unlearned ; 
.  and  with  respect  to  most.|>ersons  who  are  advanced  in 
life,  it  is  hardly  to  be  expected  from  any  force  of  ar- 
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gutnent.  But  in  the  last  ten  years  a  very  great  change 
has  been  made  in  the  opinions  of  those  who  have  given 
much  attention  to  theological  matters,  aqd  the  number 
of  unitarians  is  greatly  increased,  A  learned  Trinita- 
rian is  almost  a  phsenomenon  in  this  country,  and 
learned  Arians  are  much  fewer  than  they  have  been*. 
And  when  the  historical  arguments  in  favour  of  pro- 
per unitarianism,  which  have  hitherto  been  very  much' 
overlooked,  shall  be  duly  attended  to,  esp.ecially  that 
which  arises  from  the  consideration  of  the  great  body 
of  the  common  people  among  christians  having  thought 
that  Christ  was  simply  a  man  inspired  of  God,  and 
their  having  had  no  knowledge  of  his  pre-existence, 
the  conclusion  that  such  a  general  persuasion  must 
have  b^en  derived  from  the  apostles  having  taught  no 
other  doctrine  will  not  easily  be  avoided.  It  will  also 
weig;h  much  with  those  who  are  apt  to'  lay  great  stress 
on  the  usual  construction  of  some  paYticular  texts,  to 
consider,  that,  in  those  early  times,  the  scriptures  were 
constantly  read  by  persons  better  qualified  to  under- 
stand the  language  of  them  than  we  at  this  time  can 
pretend  to  be,  without  suggesting  any  such  notions  of 
the  divinity  or  the  pre-existence  of  Christ,  as  are  now 
supposed  to  be  clearly  contained  in  them.  When  these, 
I  say,  and  other  similar  arguments,  shall  have  had  time 
to  operate,  they  will,  I  am  confident,  meet  with  less 
obstruction  continually,  and  produce  a  still  greater 
change  in  ten  years  to  jcome, 

*  By  a  learned  Trinitarian  or  jlrian  I  do  not  mean  a  roan  who 
has  merely  classical  literature  any  more  than  mathematical  or 
philosophical  knowledge;  but  one  who,  having  a  competent 
ILnowledge  of  the  l(»irned  l^ngu^es,  has  made  theology  and  ef» 
cledasticai  history  his  principal  study.  And  I  much  question 
Whether  this  has  been  the  case  ¥rith  Dr.  Horsley* 
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As  the  doctrine  of  the  pre-existence  of  Christ  came 
in  with  philosophical  and .  speculative  people,  and  re* 
quired  many  centuries,  and  those  years  of  gross  dark- 
ness, before  it  laid  firm  hold  on  the  minds  of  the  com- 
mon people,  it  will  certainly  remain  a  long  time  with 
them ;  and  a  disposition  to  accommodate  to  these  will 
likewise  operate  to  quicken  the  zeal  of  many  teachers 
of  Christianity  in  its  defence.  This  will,  no  doubt^ 
protract  the  aera  of  reformation,  towards  which  the 
enlightened  friends  of  Christianity  look  forwards  with 
confidence  and  joy,  to  a  more  distant  period. 

In  the  mean  time,  it  is  a  great  satisfaction  to  reflect 
that,  whatever  difficulties  may  lie  ^  in  the  way  of  truth, 
iK>  proper  efiprt  to  remove  them  can  be  without  its 
effect.  So  regular-  are  the  laws  of  nature,  respecting 
even  the  human  mind,  and  the  influences  to  which  it 
is  exposed,  that  no  endeavours  to  instruct  or  reform 
the  world  can  be  wholly  lost.  Like  seed  thrown  into 
the  ground,  they  may  seem  to  be  lost ;  but  in  due  time^ 
if  the  soil  be  good,  and  other  circumstances  favour- 
aifole,  (and  for  these  things  we,  who  scatter  our  seed 
promiscuously,  must  take  our  chance,)  the  harvest  will 
in  its  proper  season  be  abundant.  Thi^  consideration 
should  encourage  all  the  labourers  in  the  great  field  of 
mankind  to  plow  in  hope,  and  to  sow  in  hope ;  that,  if 
not  we,  at  least  our  posterity,  may  become  partaiers  of 
our  hope.  1  Cor.  ix.  10^ 

I  can  already  perceive  that  several  persons  of  more 
ingenuous  dispositions  among  my  Arian  friends  are 
much  struck  with  some  of  the  circumstances  which  I 
have  brought  to  light,  and  others  have  had  their  ob- 
jections completely  removed;  so  that  I  am  not  without 
jbope  that  a  much  greater  number  will  think  as  I  now 
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do  when  my  larger  work  shall  be  published,  especially 
if  a  sufficient  degree  of  attention  be  excited  to  the  sub* 
ject.  In  this  view  I  am  truly  thankful  for  what  haft 
already  been  done  by  Dr.  Horsley  and  the  Mqnthly 
Reviewers,  and  on  this  account  I  sincerely  wish  that 
their  credit  and  influence  were  more  considerable  and 
extensive  than  they  are*  This  opposition,  and  the 
^effect  of  k  abroad,  will  contribute  to  make  the  coatnv 
versy  better  known ;  and  though  the  truth  may  be 
borne  down  for  a  time,  it  will  be  the  more  firmly  esta- 
blished in  consequence  of  it  in  the  end.  It  is  like 
linking  a  piece  of  cork,  which,  with  the  greater  force 
it  is  plunged  under  water,  with  the  greater  force  and 
celerity  it  will  recover  its  natural  place*  It  is  with 
great  tranquillity  and  satisfaction  that  I  look  forward 
towards  this  period  ;  and  I  should  not  be  qualified,  to 
appear  before  the  public  at  all,  if,  in  the  mean  time,  I 
could  not  look  upon  such  an  opposition  as  I  have 
liitherto  experienced  with  a  mixture  of  indiflference 
and  contempt. 

When  this  investigation  shall  be  completely  finished, 
it  \^'ill,  probably,  be  matter  of  surprise  to  many,  that  it 
was  not  sooner  discovered  that  the  unitarians  must  have 
becTiy  and  certainly  were^  the  great  body  of  common 
christians  till  after  the  council  of  Nice.  It  may  even 
be  said  that  there  was  very  little  merit  mdeed  ia 
proving  a  thing  so  extremely  obvious,  and  that  many 
other  persons  had  proved  it  quite  as  well  before.  I 
shall,  if  I  live  to  see  it,  rejoice  in  this  change  of  opi- 
nion, let  who  will  have  contributed  to  it. 

In  the  mean  time,  what  is  all  the  opposition  that  a 
man  can  meet  with,  from  whatever  persons,  and  in 
whatever  form  it  be  carried  on,  vfhea  weighed  against 
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the  full  conviction  of  his  own  mind,  arising  firom  a 

fair  and  careful  examination  ?  And  with  respect  to  thft 

judgement  of  the  public^  the  effect  of  any  mode  of 

oppo^tion  is  only  temporary.     What  did  the  unquali# 

fied  approbation  of  all  the  defenders  of  a  pretended 

common  sense^  by  the  Monthly  Reviewers  of  that  day, 

do  for  the  doctrine  ?  Has  it  now  any  advocates  ?  Tho6« 

Reviewers  quote,  without  the  least  suspicion  of  any 

thing  amiss,  even  Dr.  Oswald*s  refutation  of  the  only 

satisfactory  argument  for  the  being  of  a  God,  viz* 

from  the  condderation  of  cause  and  effect.     But  what 

has  it  availed  in  the  issue  ?    And  what  signified  th^ 

rancour  with  which  they  treated  my  defence  .of  the 

true  common  sense  against  the  spurious  one  ?  Though 

much  admired  in  its  day,  it  has  not  been  in  their  powier 

to  rescue  it  from  oblivion. 

Though  Dr.  Horsley  is  determined  to  make  no  reply 
to  me,  (and  indeed,  unless,  he  was  better  informed 
with  respect  to  this  subject,  it  is  more  adviseable  for 
him  to  leave  the  field  to  abler  writers, )  he  is  account** 
able  to  the  public  for  misleading  them,  as  he  has  done 
with  respect  to^ac^^in  ancient  history » and  for  his  de* 
famation  of  the  illustrious  dead ;  as  well  as  for  his 
want  of  common  candour,  and  his  misrepresentatiotts 
as  to  the  living.  If  he  be  an  honest  man^  and  of  an 
ingenuous  mmd,  he  must,  in  some  mode  or  other, 
eith^  refute  this  charge,  or  acknowledge  the  justness 
of  it.  He  says,  with  respect  to  me,  p.  6,  **  A  writer 
of  whom  it  is  once  proved  that  he  is  ill  informed  upon 
his  subject,  has  no  right  to  demand  a  furth^  hearing.'' 
To  which  of  us  two  the  obs^vation  best  applies  let 
others  judge.  When  he  has  read  these  Letters  (if  h^ 
should  thtfik  proper  to  read  them  at  ^11)  he  will,  I 


154  PREFACE. 

4  • 

presume,  be  a  little  better  informed  than  he  is  at  pre- 
sent ;  and  then  I  shall  have  no  objection  to  his  having 
toother  hearing,  but  I  shall  not  think  miyself  .bound 
to  reply. 

As  to  the  Monthly  Reviewer,  Mr.  Badcock,  if  he 
should  ever  really  study  the  subject  of  this  controversy, 
(which  it  is  evident  enough  he  has  not  done  yet>)  he  will 
find  that  he  is  mistaken  with  respect  to  every  part  of 
it ;  and  if  ever  he  comes  to  reflect  upon  his  conduct  in 
this  business  in  a  moral  light,  he  will  feel  more  than  I 
should  wish  him  ^r  any  man  to  do,  except  for  his 
own  good* 

I  shall  close  this  preface  .with  reminding  the  reader^ 
that  he  should  carefully  distinguish  with  respect  to  the 
importance  of  the  different  articles  that  are  now  the 
subject  of  discussion.  To  prevent  any  material  mis- 
take of  this  kind,  I  published  a  small  pamphlet,  en- 
titled A  General  View  of  the  Arguments  *  for  the 
Unity  of  God,  and  against  the  Divinity  and  Pre-ex^ 
istence  of  Christ,  from  Reason,  from  the  Scriptures, 
and  'from  History ;  that  when  any  advantage  should 
be  gained,  either  by  myseiror  my  antagonists,  it  might 
be  seen  at  once  what  the  amount  of  it  really  was,  and 
be  esdmated  accordingly.  To  this  small  piece,  and 
especially  the  Maxims  of  historical  Criticism  con« 
tained  in  it  and  in  my  former  Letters  to  Dr.  Horsley, 
I  wish  that  particular  attention  may  be  given  in  the 
course  of  this  controversy,  whether  carried  on  by  my* 
self  or  others. 

Large  works^  particularly  of  the  historical  kind, 
were  never  yet  known  to  be  free  from  mistakes.  The 
subject  of  my  History  of  the  Corruptions  of  Chris* 
tianity  was  so  complex,  and  my  attention  was  of  course 
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divided  among,  such  a  variety  of  different  articles,  and 
the  materials  were  collected  at  the  distance  of  so  many 
years,  that  I  really  wonder  that  it  has  escaped  so  weli 
as  it  has  done ;  not  one  mistake  haying  been  disco* 
vered  in  it  that  at -all  affects  my  general  design.  What 
are  all  the  errors  put  together  compared  to  that  gross 
one  which  I  have  shown  Mosheim  and  Dr.  Horsley  to 
have  fallen  into?  and  yet  the-  credit  of  Mosheim 's 
history  will  not  be  materially  affected  by  it  on  the 
whole.  It, is  a  work  that  I  shall  not  scruple  to  quote 
myself,  as  I  may  have  occasion,  making  due  allowance 
for  the  author's  peculiar  prejudices.  The  candid  reader 
will  make  the  same  allowance  for  me.  Time,  how* 
ever,  will  show  what  the  oversights  have  been.  These 
will  of  course  be  corrected,  and  what  remains  will 
stand  the  firmer  on  that  account. 

Though  I  caniiot  say  to  Dr.  Horsley  as  he  does  to 
me,  p.  9,  ^^  I  should  have  more  than  a  single  remark 
to  make  on  almost  every  sentence  of  every  one  of  your 
ten  letters,"  it  would  have  been  easy  for  me,  from  the 
materials  that  I  have  already  collected,  to  have  extend- 
ed  this  publication  to  a  much  greater  length.     But  I 
do  not  choose,  in  these  temporary  pieces,  to  forestal 
my  larger  work ;  though  I  think  it  may  be  of  use  to 
produce  so  much  of  what  I  have  collected  as  may  tend 
to  excite  a  more  general  attention  to  the  subject,  and 
invite  others  to  engage  in  the  same  inquiry ;  that  when 
I  do  publish  that  work  I  may  find  more  readers  pro- 
perly prepared  to  judge  of  it  than  there  appear  to  be 
at  present.     For  that  there  are  at  present  those  who 
are  not  thus  prepared,  there  cannot  be  a  clearer  indi- 
cation,  than  that  'the  writings  of  Mr.  Badcock  and 
Dr*  Horsley  in  this  controversy  have  found  admirers. 
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Indeed^  if  I  had  not  had  the  object  above  mentioned^ 
and  also  thought  that  their  animadversions  gave  me  a 
good  opportunity  of  producing  additional  evidence  for 
what  I  had  advanced  in  my  History  of  4be  Corrup- 
tions of  Christianity,  I  should  not  have  troubled  my- 
self with  replying  to  their  objections  or  abuse.  If  I 
had  left  all  their  darts  sticking  in  my  bocl^ler  they 
would  not  have  retarded  my  progress,    x 

At  all  events^  I  wish  the  most  rigorous  investigadoa 
of  this  subject  to  proceed,  whatever  may  be  the  conse- 
quence with  respect  to  my  opinions  or  myself,  as  I  can 
sincerely  adopt  the  prayer  of  Ajax,  quoted  by  me  in 
my  first  controversy  with  Dr.  Brown: 

Ev  ^£  <poLei  xai  o\s(ra'ov*  Horn.  II.  lib.  xvii.  v;  646. 

Give  me  but  day,  let  light  the  truth  disclose ; 
Though  rm  its  beams  confound,  and  not  my  foes* 


Since  the  whole  of  this  treatise  was  sent  to  the 

m 

press,  I  have  seen  a  posthumous  piece  of  Dr*  Lard- 
ner's,  just  published,  entitled  Four  Discourses  on 
Phil.  ii.  4 — 12.  which  I  cannot  omit  this  opportunity 
of  most  earnestly  recommending  to  all  my  readers.  It 
is  written  with  that  simplicity  and  modesty  which  di- 
stinguish all  his  writings ;'  and  I  should  think  it  cannot 
fail  to  make  a  gre^t  impression  on  those  whose  minds 
^re  at  all  open  to  conviction  in  favour  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  simple  humanity  of  Christ.  This  he  generally 
calls  the  Nazarean^  and  sometimes  the  Uniiarian  doc« 
trine,  as  opposed  both  to  the  Trinitarian  ^nd  the  Arian 


schemes,  which  he  particularly  conriders.  ^'  This,'* 
he  says,  p.  70,  ^^  seems  to  be  the  plaiilest  and  most 
simple  scheme  of  all ;  atid  it  is  generally  allowed  to 
have  been  the  belief  of  the  Nazarean  christians,  or  the 
Jewish  believers/* 

For  the  convenience  of  the  reader  I  have  subjoined 
to  this  preface  a  short  state  of  the  different  opinions 
held  by  Dr.  Horsley  aAd  myself  oh  the  subject  of  this  • 
controversy ;  and  also  an  account  of  the  time  in  which 
the  principal  ecclesiastical  writers,  and  other  persons 
whose  names  most  frequently  occur  in  the  course  of 
it,  flourished.  This  will  also  be  useful  to  the  readers 
of  my  History  of  the  Corruptions  of  Christianity. 

Having,  in  the  course  of  this  controversy,  had  oc** 
casion  very  carefully  to  revise  that  part  of  the  History 
which  relates  to  the  person  of  Christ,  I  can  a^ure  the 
reader  that  I  see  no  reason  to  make  any  more  than  the 
following  corrections  and  alterations^  which,  consider^ 
ing  the  difficulty  and  extent  of  the  undertaking,  will, 
1  think,  be  deemed  to  be  very  inconsiderable,  and  upon 
the  whole  by  no  means  unfavourable  to  my  principal 
object. 

N.  B.  (3)  sigiuQesfrom  the  lotjom  of  the  page* 

P.  7. 1.  8.  (3)  after  Nazarenes,  read  an  J  U  may  be  inferred  from 
Origeny  Epiphamus,  and  Eusehtus^  that  ihe^  &c. 

P.  9.  L  7*  read  on  account  of  the  errors  it  contained^  and  these  er» 
rors  could  be  no  other  than  the  unitarian  doctrine, 

P.  19. 1.  2.  after  corrupted^  add  and  as  these  unitarians  are  cailhi 
idiota  (common  and  ignorant  people )'1>y  Tertullian,  //  is  mare 
natural  to  look  for  ancient  opinions  among  them  than  among  the  learned^ 
'  "uiho  are  more  apt  to  innovate.  With  such  manifest  unfairness  dees  Eu- 
sebius,  or  a  more  ancient  writer,  whose  stntiments  he  adoptSy  treat  the 
unitarians,  &c. 

lb.  i.'6,  for  successor,  rezd  predecessor. 
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P.  29*  1.  9.  &c.  [}})  dele  all  within  the  parenthesis. 

P.  S2*  1. 3.  (3)  dele  h  mt  quoted  by  Irensus  andy  &c. 

P.  55,  1.  7»  {h)  read  the  greater  fart. 

P.  74. 1.  6.  dele  According  to  EpiphamuSy  and  to  the  end  of  the 
sentence. 

P.  99. 1.  6.  (J))  read  that  there  may,  be  God,  the  word,  noisdom^ 
man. 

P.  216. 1. 12.  for  our  Lord^  read  the  Lord. 


IN  VOL.  11. 

P.  11  •  1.  10.  read,  In  this  age  the  tahk  on  which  it  was  cehhratea 
was  called  the  mysticai  table,  and  Theophilus^  to  whom  Jerom  {if  the 
gpistL- be  genuine)  writes,  says,  that  the  very  ntensiJsp  &c» 

For  this  last  correction  I  am  obliged  to  the  writer  of  the  Cri 
tical  Review ;  and  I  shall  be  thankful  to  any  of  mj  readers  for 
the  notice  of  any  other  oversight^  from  which  a  work  of  this  ej;* 
tent  could  not  be  expected  to  be  exempt* 

N.  B.  A  copy  of  these  corrections  will  be  given  to  the  par- 
chasers  of  the  History. 
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A  CATALOGUE 


OF 


The  principal  Ecclesiastical  Writers j  &c.  after  the 
Apostolic  Age  J  with  the  Time  when  theyjlourished^ 
chiefly  from  Cave's  Historia  Literaria. 


Ignatius,       A.  D. 

101 

Cyprian 

248 

Polycarp 

108 

Noetus 

250 

Papias 

110 

Novatian 

2J1 

Basilides 

120 

Gregory  of  Neoce- 

Valentinus 

125 

sarea 

252 

Marcion 

ISO 

Paul  of  Samosata 

260 

Justin  Martyr    - 

140 

Sabellius 

260 

Irenseus 

167 

Manes 

277 

Theophilus 

168 

Amobius 

303 

Hegesjppus     *  - 

170 

Lactantius         - 

303 

Montanus 

172 

Anus 

315 

Tatian 

172 

Eusebius  Pamphilus 

1 

Atheiiagoras 

177 

the  historian 

315 

Artemoa 

187 

Athanasius 

326 

Theodotiis  of  Byzan« 

• 

Marcellus  of  Ancyra 

330 

tium 

192 

Photinus 

344 

Clemens  Alexandria 

Cyril  of  Jerusalem 

350 

hus        - 

192 

Hilary 

354 

TertuUian 

192 

Eunomius 

360 

Symmachus. 

201 

Apollinarius  (sen.) 

362 

Caius         -     .    . 

210 

Epiphanius 

368 

Hippolytus 

220 

Optatus 

368 

Origen 

230 

Basil    '    - 

370 

Beryllus 

230 

Gregory  (Nyssen) 

370 

Dionysius  (of  Alex- 

Gregory (Nazianzen 

)370 

andria)        -     • 

247 

Apollinarius  ( jun. ) 

370 

1 
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I  " 


Ambrose 

S74 

Jeroni 

S78 

Austin 

396 

Chrysostom 
Sulpicius  Sevenis 

398 
401 

Pelagius 
I'heodorus  of  Mop- 

40S 

suestia 

407 

Cyril  of  Ale3tandria  412 

Theodoret         -  425 

Nestorius          *  428 

Eutyches          -  448 
Claudianus  Mamertus  462 

Facundus           -  540 

Gregory  the  Great  590 


The  same  in  Alphahetical  Order. 


Ambrose 
Apollinarius  ^en. 
—  jun. 


Arius 

Amobius 

Artemon 

Athanaslus 

Athenagoras 

Austin 

Basil 

Basilides 

"Beryllus  -^ 

Caius 

Chrysostom 

Claudisoius  Mamertus  463 

Clemens  Alezandri* 
nus        ^        «       192 

Cyprian  -         248 

Cyril  of  Alexandria    412 

Jerusalejn      350 

Dionysius  of  Alex- 
andria     -        -      247 

Epiphanius        •         868 

Eunomius  ^         360 


374 
362 
370 
315 
303 
187 
326 

177 
396 
370 
120 
230 
210 
398 


Eusebius  Pamphilus 
Eutyches 
FaQundus. 
Gregpry  the  Great 
■        —   of   Neoce- 


sarea 


Nazianz^A 

Nfssen    - 


Hegesippus 

Hilary 

Hippolytus 

Ignatius 

Jerom 

Irenaeus 

Justin  Martyr    -    . 

Lactantius 

Manes        -        - 

Marcellus  of  Ancyra  330 


315 
448 
540 
590 

252 
370 
370 
170 
354 
220 
101 
378 

167 
140 
SOS 
277 


Marcion 

Montanus 

Nestorius 

Noetus 

Novatian 

Optatus 


ISO 
173 
428 
250 
251 
368 
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Origen 

230 

'I'ertuIIian 

192 

Papias 

no 

Theodoret 

425 

Paul  of  Samosata 

260 

Theodorus  of  Mop- 

Pelagius 

405 

suestia 

407 

Phodnus 

344 

Theodotus  of  Byzan- 

Polycarp 

108 

tium 

192 

Sabellius 

260 

Theophilus  of  An- 

Sulpicius  Severus 

401 

tioch 

168 

Symmachus 

201 

Valentihus 

125 

Tatian 

172 

. 
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1  N 

The  different  Opinions  of  Dr.  Horsley  and 
Dr.  Priestley  briefly  stated. 

JL  HAT  my  readers  may  more  easily  form  a  clear  and 
comprehensive  idea  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  this 
controversy,  I  shall,  in  this  place,  briefly  state  the 
principal  articles  on  which  Dr.  Horsley  and  myself 
hold  different  opinions. 

1 .  Dr.  Horsley  insists  upon  it  that  the  faith  of  the 
primitive  christian  church  must  have  been  trinitarian, 
because  th^t  doctrine  appears  in  the  writings  of  Bar- 
nabas and  Ignatius.  I  say  that,  admitting  these  works 
to  be  genuine  in  the  main^  they  bear  evident  marks  of 
interpolation  with  respect  to  this  very  subject,  and 
therefore  the  conclusion  is  not  just. 

2.  Dr.  Horsley  says,  that  those  who  are  called 
Ebionites  did  not  exist  in  the  age  of  the  apostles,  and 
also  that,  though  they  believed  the  simple  humanity  of 
Christ,  they  probably  held  some  mysterious  exaltation 
of  his  nature  after  his  ascension,  which  made  him  the 
object  of  prayer  to  them.  I  say  the  Ebionites  cer- 
tainly existed  in  the  time  of  the  apostles,  and  that  this 
notion  of  their  holding  such  an  exaltation  of  his  na«- 
ture,  as  to  make  him  the  object*  of  prayer,  is  highly 
improbable. 

3.  Dr.  Horsley  says,  that  those  who  are  called  jVa- 
zarenes  6y  the  early  christian  writers  believed  the  di- 
vinity of  Christ,  that  they  did  not  exist  till  after  the 
time  of  Adrian,  and  had  their  name  from  the  place 
where  they  settled  in  the  North  of  Galilee^  after  they 
were  then  driven  from  Jerusalem.  I  maintain  that 
these  Nazarenes  no  more  believed  the  divinity  of  . 
Christ  than  the  Ebionites  and  that,  together  with 
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them,  they  were  supposed  by  the  christian  fathers  to 
have  existed  in  the  time  of  the  apostles. 

4.  Dr.  Horsley  maintains  that  there  was  a  church  of 
orthodox  Jewish  christians  at  Jerusalem  after  the  time 
of  Adrian ;  for  that  the  body  of  Jewish  christians,  who 
had  before  observed  the  law  of  Moses^  abandoned 
their  ceremonies  after  the  destruction  of  the  place,  in 
order  to  obtain  the  privileges  of  the  ^lian  colony 
settled  there  by  JVdrian.  Origen,  who  asserts  that  the 
Jewish  christians  had  not  abandoned  the  laws  and  cus- 
toms of  their  ancestors,  Dr.  Horsley  says^  must  have 
known  the  contrary,  and  therefore  asserted  a  wilful 
falsehood.  I  say  that  Adrian  expelled  all  the  Jews, 
whether  christians  or  not,  from  Jerusalem,  that  the 
christian  church  afterwards  settled  at  Jerusalem  con- 
sisted wholly  of  Gentile  converts,  and  that  the  testis 
mony  of  Origen,  agreeing  with  this,  is  highly  worthy 
of  credit. 

5.  Dr.  Horsley  maintains,  that  though  he  finds  no 
unitarians  in  the  apostolic  age,  a  censure  was  intended 
for  them  by  the  apostle  John  in  the  phrase  Christ  came 
in  thejlesh.  I  assert  that  the  unitarians  did  exist  in 
great  numbers  in  the  time  of  John,  but  that  he  did  not 
censure  them  at  all ;  and  that  the  phrase  Chrut  came 
in  thejlesh^  relates^  to  the  Gnostics  only. 

6.  Jit.  Horsley  asserts  that  the  unitarians,  from  the 
time  that  they  made  their  appearance,  were  considered 
as  heretics  by  the  orthodox  christians,  and  not  ad- 
mitted to  communion  with  them,  and  particularly  that 
they  were  included  by  Justin  Martyr  r.mong  those 
heretics  whom  he  charges  with  blasphemiy.  I  assert 
that  in  Justin's  time^  and  much  later,  the  unitarians 
were  not  deemed  heretics  at  all,  that  Justin  did  not 

m2 
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even  allude  to  unitarians  in  either  of  his  two  accounts 
of  heretics  in  general^  and  chat  the  blasphemy  he 
speaks  of  respected  the  Gnostics  only. 

7.  Though  Tertullian  says  the  idiot ce^  who  were 
the  greater  part  of  christians, ~  were  unitarians,  and 
shocked  at  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  Dn  Horsley 
asserts  that  he  only  meant  to  include  a  small  number 
of  them  in  that  class,  and  those  so  ignorant  and  stupid 
as  to  deserve  to  be^called  idiots.  1  maintain  that  by 
idiptce  he  only  meant  unlearned  persons^  ox  persons  in 
private  life ;  and  I  also  maintain  that  even  in  Origen's 
time,  and  long  after,  a  great  part  of  these  christians 
were  unitarians,  and  in  communion  with  the  catholic 
church ;  that  the  term  Heresy  was  long  used  as  syno- 
nymous to  Gnosticism^  and  that  the  original  use  of  the 
term  frequently  occurs  eveh  after  the  unitarians  were 
deemed  to  be  heretics. 

8.  Dr.  Horsley  maintains  that  by  the  Jews  who  held 
the  simple  humanity  of  Christ,  Athanasius  meant  the 
unbelieving  Jews  only,  and  that  the  Gentiles  who  were 
by  them  converted  to  that  belief  were  unbelieving  Gen- 
tiles. I  say  the  Jews  were  christian  Jews,  and  their 
converts  christian  Gentiles. 

9.  Dr.  Horsley  maintains  that  the  Jews  in  our  Ssh 
viour's  time  believed  in  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  that 
they  expected  the  second  person  in  the  trinity  as  their 
Messiah,  and  that  they^ changed  their  opinion  concern- 
ing him  when  the  christians  applied  it  to  Christ.  I  say 
that*the  Jews  were  always  unitarians,  that  they  expected 
only  a  man*  for  their  Messiah;  and  that  they  never 
changed  their  opinion  on  that  subject. 

10.  Dr.  Horsley  says  that  the  apostles  considered 
Christ  as  being  Gody  frorn  the  time  that  they  considered 


br:  horslej  and  dr,  priestley.    165 

him  as  the  Messiah.  I  say  that  they  considered  hiixi  as 
a  mere  man  when  they  received  him  as  the  Messiah,  and 
that  we  find  no  evidence  in  their  history  or  in  their  writ- 
ings that  they  ever  changed  that  opinion  concerning  him. 

11.  Dr.  Horsley  denies  that  the  orthodox  fathers 
before  the  council  of  Nice  held  that  the  Logos  had 
been  an  attribute  of  the  deity,  and  then  assumed  a 
proper  personality ;  and  says,  that  all  that  they  meant 
by  the  generation  of  the  son  was  the  display  of  his 
powers  in  the  production  of  material  beings.  I  assert 
that,  by  this  generation^  they  certainly  meant  a  change 
of  state  in  the  Logos,  viz.  from  a  mere  attribute^  such 
as  reason  is  in  man,  to  a  proper  person,  and  that  in 
their  opinion  this  was  made  with  a  view  to  the  creation 
of  the  world. 

1 2.  Dr.  Horsley  can  find  no  diflference  between  this 
doctrine  of  the  personification  of  the  Logps  and  the  ' 
peculiar  opinions  of  the  Arians.  I  assert  that  they 
were  two  schemes  directly  opposed  to  each  other,  and 
so  clearly  defined  as  never  to  have  been  confounded 
or  mistaken. 

13.  Dr.  Horsley  asserts,  that  it  seems  to  have  been 
the  opinion  of  all  the  fathers,  and  is  likewise  agreeable 
to  the  scriptures^  that  the  second  person  in  the  trinity 
bad  his  origin  from  the  first  person  contemplating  his 
own  perfections.  I  challenge  him  to  produce  any  au- 
thority whatever,  ancient  or  modern,  for  that  opinion. 

14f.  Dr.  Horsley  maintains  that,  though  the  three 
persons  in  the  trinity  have  each  of  them  all  the  perfec- 
tions of  deity,  the  Father  is  the  fountain  of  the  divi« 
nity,  and  has  some  unknown  pre-eminence.  I  assert 
that  this  pre-eminence  is  inconsistent  with  the  proper 
equality y  and  that  if  they  be  properly  equal  they  must 
necessarily  be  three  gods  as  well  as  three  persons. 
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1 5.  Dr.  Horsley  saysf,  jthat  prayer  for  sulccour  in  ex- 
ternal prosecution  seems  with  particular  propriety  to  be 
addressed  to  the  Son.  I  say  that  this  is  altogether  a 
distinction  of  his  own,  and  has  no  countenance  in  scrip- 
ture precept  or  example,  nor,  indeed,  in  those  of  the 
primitive  church. 

16.  Dr.  Horsley  maintains  that  the  unitarians  do  not 
even  pretend  that  the  general  tenor  of  scripture  is  in 
their  favour,  that  they  cannot  produce*  any  text  that 
plainly  contains  ttieir  doctrine,  but  that  they  derive  it 
wholly  from  particular  passages  to  which  they  give  a 
figurative  interpretation.  Whereas  I  maintain  that  the 
unitarians  have  always  appealed  to  the  general  tenor  of 
scripture,  and  the  plain  language  of  it ;  and  on  the 
contrary,  that  the  trinitarians  cannot  find  their  doctrine 
either  in  the  general  tenor  or  in  any  clear  texts  of 
scripture,'  but  that  they  deduce  it  from  particular  ex- 
pressions and  circumstances,  which,  when  rightly  ex* 
plained,  do  by  no  means  authorize  their  conclusions. 

17.  Dr.  Horsley  says,  that  the  diflference  between 
the  uiutarians  and  the  Mahometans  is  so  small,  and  such 
advances  were  made  towards  tbe  Mahometans  by  the 
unitarians  of  the  last  age,  that  there  is  good  ground  to 
think  that  the  unitarians  will  soon  acknowledge  the  di* 
vine  mission  of  Mahomet.  He  also  represents  chris« 
tianity,  on  the  principles  of  i^nitarianism,  as  inferior  to 
deism^  and,  when  joined  with  materialism^  as  highly 
favourable  to  atheism.  Such  charges  as  these,  I  say, 
can  proceed  from  nothing  but  ignorance  and  malevo- 
lence, and  do  not  deserve  a  serious  refutation. 

These  are  all  the  articles  of  importance  on  which 
we  hold  different  opinions,  every  thing  else  being  of 
less  moment,  and  subordinate  to  these. 


LETTERS 


TO    THE 


ARCHDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBANS. 


LETTER  L 

The  Introduction*^ 


Rev.  Sir, 
A.T  length  you  have  condescended  to  gratify  my 
wishes,  and  have  favoured  me  with  a  series  of  letters 
in  answer  to  mine.  But  as  they  are  written  with  a 
degree  of  insolence  which  nothing  in  your  situation 
or  mine  can  justify,  and  indicate  a  temper  that  appears 
to  me  to  be  very  far  from  being  the  most  proper  for 
the  discussion  of  historical  truth,  I  shall  consider  my* 
self  in  'this  answer  as  writing  not  so  much  to  you,  as 
to  the  candid  part  of  the  public,  to  whom  our  corre- 
spondence is  open ;  and  I  have  no  doubt  but  that  I 
shall  be  able  to  satisfy  all  who  are  qualified  to  judge 
bietweeii  us,  that  your  ignorance  of  the  subject  which 
you  have  undertaken  to  discuss  is  equal  to  your  inso- 
lence ;  and  therefore  that  there  is  no  great  reason  tp 
regret  that  you  have  formed  a  resolution  to  appear  no 
more  in  /this  controversy.  "  Whatever  more,"  you 
^y?  P*  ^9  *^  you  may  find  to  say  upon  the  subject,  in 
me  you  will  have  no  antagonist/' 

I  made  the  proposal  to  discuss  the  question  of  the 
state  of  opinions  concerning  Christ  in  the  early  ages  in 
a  perfectly  amicable,  and,  as  I  thought,  the  most  ad- 
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vantageous  manner,  and  my  address  to  you  \9Zs  uni- 
formly respectful.  It  has  not  been  my  fault  that  this 
proposal  was  not  accepted.  You  say,  p.  166,  *'  1  held 
it  my  duty  to  use  pretty  freely  that  high  seasoning  of 
controversy  which  may  interest  the  reader's  attention.** 
What  that  high  seasoning  is,  is  sufficiently  apparent 
through  the  whole  of  your  performance,  viz.  a  viola- 
tion of  all  decency,  and  perpetual  imputations  of  the 
grossest  but  of  the  most  improbable  kind.  This, 
from  respect  to  the  public  and  to  myself,  I  shall  not 
return ;  but  I  shall  certainly  think  myself  authorized 
by  it  to  treat  you  with  a  little  less  ceremony  in  the  pre- 
sent publication,  in  which  I  shall  take  occasion,  from 
your  gross  mistakes  and  misrepresentations,  to  throw 
some  further  Kght  on  the  subject  of  this  discussion. 

The  reader  must  have  been  particularly  struck  with 
the  frequent  boasting  of  your  victory^  as  if  the  contro* 
versy  had  come  to  a  regular  termination,  and  the  pub* 
lie  had  decided  in  your  favour.  "  My  victory/*  you 
say,  p.  7,  ^*  is  already  so  complete,  that  I  might  well 
decline  any  further  contest."  In  p.  160  you  say,  "  it 
would  have  heightened  the  pride  of  my  victory  if  I 
could  have  found  a  fair  occasion  to  be  the  herald  of 
my  adversary's  praise.**  P.  10,  you  call  me  z  foiled 
polemic^  and  p.  8,  a  prostrate  enemy.  What  marks  of 
prostration  you  may  have  perceived  in  me  I  canaot 
tell.  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  yet  laid  myself  at  your 
feet,  and  I  presume  this  kind  of  language  is  rather 
premature.  It  will  be  time  enough  for  you  to  say  with 
Entellus,  Hie  ccestus  artemgue  reponoy  when  the  vie* 
lory,  of  which  you  boast,  shall  be  as  clear  as  his,  and 
shall  be  declared  to  be  so  by  the  proper  judges.  You 
ought  also  to  have  remembered  the  advice  of  Solomon, 
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Prov*  xxvii.  2.  ie^  another  mart'praise  thee^  and  not 
ibine  own  mouth;  a  stranger,  and  not  thine  own  lips. 

On  the  contrary,  I  cautioned  my  reader  (Preface, 
p.  xiv.)  not  to  conclude  too  hastily  in  my  favour,  But 
to  wMt  till  you  had  qiade  your  reply.  You  have  now 
done  it;  and  I  hope  they  will  do  me  the  justice  to  hear 
me  again  in  return,  especially  as  this  will  probably  be 
the  last  time  that  I  shall  trouble  them  in  this  way. 

Though"  this  controversy  has  not  come  to  what  I 

think  its  proper  and  desirable  termination,  I  rejoice 

that  it  has  proceeded  thus  far ;  and  upon  the  whole  I 

derive  great  satisfaction  from  the  opposition  that  my 

Histoiy  of  the  Corruptions  of  Christianity  has  met 

with,  both  because  a  more  general  attention  has  been 

excited  to  the  subject,  and  also  because,  having  by  this 

means  been  led  to  attend  to  it  more  than  I  should  other* 

wise  have  done,  I  have  discovered  a  variety  of  adcU* 

tional  evidence  in  support  of  what  I  had  advanced,  and 

such  an  abundant  confirmation  of  the  evideiKe  before 

produced,  as  gives  even  myself  a  greater  degree  of 

confidence  in  it  than  I  could  otherwise  have  had.  And 

when  my  readers  in  general  shall  see,  as  they  cannot 

but  see,  with  what  extreme  eagerness  the  most  insig^ 

fiificant  oversights  have  been  catched'at  and  magnified, 

and  the  readiness  with  which  I  have  acknowledged 

such  oversights,  notwithstanding  the  gross  insults  with 

which  this  candour  has  been  treated,  and  also  that 

every  objection  has  brought  out  new  evidence  in  my 

favour,  it  caniiot  but  beget  a  persuasion  that  the  most 

sharp-sighted  adversary  will  not  be  able  to  detect  any ' 

mistake  of  real  consequence;  and  from  this  will  be 

^Jerived  a  degree  of  credit  to  n)y  work  that  nothing  else 

could  have  given  it.     Your  object,  you  say,  p.  8,  was 
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to  demolish  tfw  credit  of  my  ndrrative\  but  I  am  much 
mistaken  if,  instead  of  that^  your  weak  though  violent 
opposition  has  not  greatly  contributed,  to  strengthen  it. 

You  will  perhaps  be  struck  with  the  change  in  the 
style  of  my  address  to  you,  when  you  observe  me  be-* 
ginning  with  Rev.  Sir^  instead  of  the  Dear  Sir  of  my 
former  letters,  an  appellation  to  which  our  personal 
acquaintance  gave  a  propriety,  and  which  you  have 
returned ;  but  when  I  consider  how  ill  it  corresponds 
to  the  spirit  of  your  letters,  and  the  stress  yoii  lay  on 
your  Archidiaconal  dignity^  which  appears  not  only 
in  the  title- page  of  your  work,  but  at  the  head  of  many 
of  your  letters,  and  which  you  inlimate,  p.  158,  that  I 
had  not  sufEciently  attended  to,  I  thought  the  style  of 
Rev.  Sir,  and  occasionally  that  of  Mr.  Archdeacon^ 
both  more  proper,  and  also  more  pleasing  to  yourself; 
and  therefore  I  have  adopted  it.  And  if  by  any  acci- 
dent I  should  wound  your  Jh^lings,  p.  1 59y  you  will 
find  the  proper  balm  in  my  running  title. 

While  persons  who  have  some  personal  acquaint- 
ance treat  each  other  with  decent  respect,  and  are  uni- 
form in  doing  it,  as  I  have  been  to  you,  the  usual  style 
of  Dear  Sir  is  natural  and  proper;  but  when  you 
charge  me  with  numerous  instances  of  the  grossest  ar- 
tifice, and  imposition  on  the.  Public,  you  in  fact  give 
me  the  lie;  and  therefore  ought  yourself  to  have 
dropped  all  terms  expressive  of  affection  and  regard, 
I  renounce  all  particular  respect  for  the  man  who  has 
treated  me  in  this  manner ;  and  in  the  outset  of  this 
second  part  of  our  correspondence  I  subscribe  myself^ 
merely  because  custom  authorizes- the  form. 
Rev.  Sir,  your  very  humble  servant, 

J.  PRIESTLEY. 
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LETTER  II. 

Of  the  Doctrine  of  thejirst  ^ges  concerning  the 

Person  of  Christ. 
Rfiv.  Sir, 

To  show  you  that  I  see  nothmg  very  formidable  m 
your  strongest  arguments,  I  shall  begin  with  what  you 
call  "  your  positive  proof**  p.  64,  "  that  the  divinity 
of  our  Lord  was  the  belief  of  the  very  first  christians/' 
This  proof  is  wholly  derived  from  the  Epistle  of  Bar- 
nabas. 

Of  Barnabas  you  say,  p,  66,  **  You  allow  him  a 
place  among  the  fathers  of  the  apostolic  age,  and  will 
you  not  allow  that  be  was  a  believer  in  our  Lord's  di«* 
yinity  ?  I  will  not  take  upon  me.  Sir,  to  answer  this 
quesdon  for  you  ;  but  I  will  take  upon  me  to  say,  that 
whoever  denies  it  must  deny  it  to  his  own  shame.  The 
proof  from  this  writer,"  you  say,  p.  6B,  "  is  so  direct 
and  full,  though  it  lies  in  a  narrow  compass,  that  if  this 
be  laid  in  one  st:ale,  and  your  whole  mass  of  evidence 
from  incidental  and  ambiguous  allusions  in  the  other, 
the  latter  would  fly  up  and  kick  the  beam." 

I  am  surprised.  Sir,  at  the  extreme  confidence  with 
which  you  tread  this  very  precarious  and  uncertain 
ground ;  when,  to  say  ilothing  of  the  doubts  enter- 
tained by  many  learned  men  concerning  the  genuine- 
ness of  this  epistle,  the  most  that  is  possible  to  be  ad- 
mitted is,  that  it  is  genuine  in  the  main.  For,  whethef 
you  may  have  observed  it  or  not,  it  is  most  evidently 
interpolated^  and  the  interpolations  respect  the  very 
subject  o,f  which  we  treat.  Two  passages  in  the  Greek, 
which  assert  the  pre-existence  of  Christ,  are  omitted 
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in  the  ancient  Latin  version  of  it.  And  can  it  be  sup- 
posed that  that  version  v^as  made  in  an  age  in  which 
such  an  omission  was  likely  to  be  made  ?  Both  the  in- 
terpolations are  in  sect.  vi.  where  we  now  read  thus : 
A'fyf/  yap  yj  yfoc(pYi  Trepi  i^jjlcjov^  u^g  Xeysi  to)  vim^  Tloificruj'' 
fji^v  KocT  siKovpc  7CUL  tlolW'  o^oioo(riv  ^^wv  Tov  avdpcoTTOV'  For 
the  scripture  says  concerning  us^  as  he  says  to  the  Son^ 
Let  us  make  man  according  to  our  image  and  our 
likeness.  But  the  ancient  Latin  version  corresponding 
to  this  passage  is  simply  this,  Sicut  dicit  scriptura, 
Faciarrius  hominem,  Sec.  i.  e.  As  says  ike  scripture. 
Let  us  make  man,  &c. 

-Again,  in  the  same  section,  after  quoting  from  Moses, 
Increase  and  multiply y  and  replenish  the  earthy  the 
Greek  copy  has  twtoc  Trpog  rov  vtov,  these  things  to 
the  Son ;  but  in  the  old  Latin  version  the  clause  is 
wholly  omitted  ;  and  certainly  there  is  no  want  of  it, 
or  of  the  similar  clause  in  the  former  passage,  with  re- 
spect to  the  general  object  of  the  writer.  These,  Sir, 
appear  to  me  pretty  evident  marks  of  intei;polaticn. 

The  passage  on  which  you  lay  the  chief  stress  is  only 
in  the  Latin  version,  that  part  of  the  Greek  copy  to 
which  it  corresponds  being  now  lost ;  and  all  the  other 
expressions  that  you  note  are  such  a^  an  unitarian  will 
find  no  difficulty  in  accommodating  to  his  principles. 

On  these  accounts  your  evidence  from  this  epistle  of 
Barnabas  will  by  no  means  bear  the  stress  that  you  lay 
upon  it.  Can  it  be. thought  at  all  improbable,  that  if 
one  person  interpolated  the  Greek,  another  should 
make  as  free  with  the  Latin  version  ?  I  must  therefore 
see  other  evidence  than  this  from  Barnabas,  before  I 
can>  admit  that  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  or  pre-ex- 
;  istence  of  Christ  was  the  belief  of  the  apostolic  age. 
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You  still  argue  with  the  same  confidence  from  the 
Epistle  of  Clemens  Romanus,     "  The  context,**  you 
now  say,  p.  29,  "  determines  the  coming  of  Christ,  of 
which  he  speaks,  to  be  from  a  pre-existent  state,**  and 
this  you  call  "  something  of  great  importance  in  its 
defence^"  as  no  doubt  it  would  be  if  it  was  just :  but 
let  us  examine  it.    The  whole  of  the  passage,  with  the 
small  context  on  which  you  lay  so  much  stress^  is,  in 
your,  own  words,  as  follows :  *'  He  came  not,  says 
Clemens,  in  the  pomp  of  pride  and  arrogance,  although 
he  had  it  in  his  power,  but  in  humility,  as  the  Holy 
Spirit  spake  oQUcerning  him.    To  determine  what  this 
humility  is,  Clemens  immediately  goes  on  to  cite  the 
prophecies  which  describe  the  Messiah*s  low  condition. 
The  humility,  therefore,  of  an  ordinary  condition  is 
that  Jn  which  it  is  said  the  Messiah  came.    The  pomp, 
therefore,  of  a  high  condition  is  the  pomp  in  which!  it 
is  said  be  came  not,  although  he  had  it  in  his  power 
to  come.     The  expressions,  therefore,  clearly  imply 
that  our  Lord,  ere  he  came,  had  the  power  to  choose 
in  what  condition  he  would  be  born." 

But,  Sir,  had  you  considered  the  prophecies  which 
Clemens  quotes,  you  would  have  found  them  to  be  not 
such  as  describe  the  circumstances  of  his  birth^  but 
only  ihose  of  his  public  life  and  death  ;  the  principal 
of  them  being  Isaiah  liii.  which  he  quotes  almost  at 
full  length.  How  then  does  this  important  drcum- 
stance  help  your  argument  ?  It  is,  on  the  other  hand, 
certainly  favourable  to  mine,  viz.  that  when  Christ  was 
in  public  life  he  made  no  ostentatious  display  of  the 
extraordinary  powers  with  which  he  was  invested,  and 
preferred  a  low  condition  to  that  of  a  great  prince. 
The  more  ancient  reading  that  you  quote  of  Jerom 
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I  also  consider  as  evidently  favourable  to  my  interpre- 
tation of  this  passage.  .  He  read  %un»  ivmusvof, 
having  all  power j  which  naturally  alludes  to  the  great 
power  of  which  he  became  possessed  after  the  descent 
of  the  spirit  oi  God  upon  him  at  his  baptism. 

As  to  the  phrase  comings  you  must  be  Kttle*a/  homey 
as  you  say,  in  the  language  of  the  scnptures,  or  have 
given  little  attention  to  it,  not  to  have  perceived  that  it 
is  a  phrase  used  to  expressf  the  mission  of  any  prophet ^ 
and  that  it  is  applied  to  John  the  Baptist  as  well  as  to 
Christj  of  which  the  following  are  examples :  Matt.  xi. 
18,  19,  John  came  neither  eating  nor  drinking^  hcit 
'The  son  of  man  came  eating  and  drinking^  &c.  i.  e. 
not  locally  from  heaven,  but  as  the  prophets  came 
from  God.  Christ  says  of  John,  Matt.  xxi.  32,.  John 
came  unto  you  in  the  way  of  righteousness.  John  the 
evangelist  also  says  of  him,  John  i.  7,  The  same  can^ 
for  a  witness^  &c.  so  that  all  your  descanting  upon  this 
passage  of  Clemens  is  impertinent. 

Admitting  that  some  one  circumstance  in  the  pro- 
phecies he  quotes,  rigorously  interpreted,  should  allude 
to  the  birth  of  Christ,  (though  I  see  no  reason  to  think 
so,)  you  are  not  authorized  to  conclude  that  Clemeiis 
attended  to  that  in  particular,  but  to  the  general  scope 
of  the  whole,  which  is  evidently  descriptive  of  his 
public  life  only. 

If,  with  your  boasted  knowledge  of  Greeky  you  had 
attended  ever  so  little  to  the  theory  of  language  in 
general,  and  the  natural  useofwords^  you  would  have 
seen  that  the  term  God  would  not,  from  the  beginnings 
have  been  used  by  way  of  contradistinction  to  Christy 
if  the  formei*  could  have  be«n  predicated  of  the  latter. 
V/e  say  the  pi  ince  and  ihe  hingy  because  the  prince  is 


ARCHDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBAN's.        175 

not  a  king.  If  he  had,  we  should  have  had  recourse 
to  some  other  distinction,  as  that  of  greater  and  less^ 
senior  ^nd  junior^  Jather  and  son,  &c.  When  there^ 
fore  the  apostle  Paul  said  thit  the  church  at  Corinth 
was  Chri&t*Sj  and  that  Christ  was  God's^  (and  that 
manner  of  distinguishing  them  is  perpetual  in  the  New 
Testament,)  it  is  evident  that  he  could  have  no  idea  of 
Christ  being  God  in  any  proper  sense  of  the  word. 

In  like  manner,  (Siemens,  in  this  passage,  calling 
Christ  the  sceptre  of  the  majesty  of  God,  sufficiently 
proves  that,  in  his  idea,  the  sceptre  was  one  thing,  and 
the  God  whose  sceptre  it  was,  another.     This,  I  say, 
must  have  been  the  case  when  this  language  was  first 
adopted,  though,  when  principles  are  once  formed,  we 
see  by  a  variety  of  eicperience  that  any  language  may 
be  accommodated  to  th^m.     But  an  attention  to  this 
circumstance  will,  I  doubt  not,  contribute,  with  per- 
sons of  real  discernment,  to  bring  us  back  to  the  ori- 
ginal use  of  the  words,  and  to  the  ideas  originally  an* 
nexed  to  them.     I  am  persuaded  that  even  now  the 
constant  use  of  these  terms  Christ  and  God^  as  op- 
posed  to  each  other,  has  a  great  effect  in  preventing 
those  of  the  common  people  who  read  the  New  Testa- 
ment more  than  books  of  controversy,  from  being  ha'- 
bitually  and  practically  trinitarians.      There  wilJ  by 
this  means  be  a  much  greater  difference  between  God 
and   Christ  in  their  minds  ihan   they  find  in   their 
creeds. 

With  respect  to  Ignatius  I  would  observe,  that  as 
you  knew  the  genuineness  of  his  epistles  had  been 
controverted,  and  by  men  of  learning  and  ability,  you 
certainly  ought  not  from  the  first  to  have  concealed 
that  circumstance.    You  say,  however,  p.  34,  ^^  I  shall 
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appeal  to  them  with  the  less  scruple,  forasmuch  as  the 
same  sincerity  which  I  ascribe  to  them^  and  which  is 
^uite  sufficient  for  my  purpose,  is  allowed  by  the 
learded  and  the  candid  Dr.  Lardnen-^ After  suggest* 
ing  in  no  very  confident  language,  that  even  the 
smaller  epistles  may  have  been  tampered  with  by  the 
Arians,  or  the  Orthodox,  or  both,  he  adds,  /  do  not 
affirm  that  there  are  in  them  any  considerable  altera^ 
iions  or  corruptions.  If  no  considerable  corruptions 
t>r  alterations^  certainly  none  respecting  a  point  of  such 
importance  as  the  original  nature  of  Christ/' 

This  is  curious  indeed.  What  then  could  Dr.  Lard- 
ner  mean  by  these  epistles  having  been  tampered  with 
hy  the  Arians^  the  Orthodox^  or  both  ?  If  they  inter- 
polated them  at  all,  it  would  certainly  be  to  introduce 
into  them  passages  favourable  to  their  opinions  coa- 
ceming  the  divinity  or  pre-existence  of  Christ.  Hovr 
would  it  be  worth  their  while,  as  Brians  or  Orthodox^ 
to  interpolate  them  for  any  other  purpose  ?  If  a  farmer, 
hearing  of  some  depredation  on  his  property  committe4 
by  foxes,  should  say.  My  com  may  have  been  plun^ 
der^,  but  as  the  mischief  has  been  done  hy  foxes,  my 
geese  and  my  poultry  are  safe ;  what  would  be. said  of 
his  reasoning  ?  Yet  of  the  same  nature  is  yours  in  this 
case.  .  •  . 

These  foxes  have  not  refrained  from  their  prey  m 
more  sacred  inclosure^  than  those  of  Ignatius. — Sir 
Isaac  Newton,  among  others,  has  clearly  proved  that 
the  orthodox,  as  they  are  commonly  called,  have  in 
this  way  tampered  with  the  New  Testament  itself; 
having  made  interpolations  favourable  to  the  doctrine 
of  the  trinity,  especially  the  famous  passage  concern- 
ing  the  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven^  in  the  first 
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epistle  of  John.  This  I  should  imagine  you  yourself 
wilt  acknowledge;  and  can  you  think  they  would 
spare  the  epistles  of  Ignatius,  which  were  much  mote 
in  their  power  ? 

Jortin  says,  "  Though  the  shorter  epistles  are  on' 
many  accounts  prefer^ible  to  the  larger,  yet  I  wjll  not 
affirm  that  they  have  undergone  no  alteration  at  all/' 
Remarks  on  Ecclesiastical  History,  vol.  i.  p.  861. 

For  my  own  part,  I  scruple  ^not  to  say,  that  there 
never  were  more  evident  marks  of  interpolation  in  any 
writings  than  are  to  be  found  in  these  genuine  epistles^ 
as  they  are  called,  of  Ignatius ;  though  1  am  willing 
to  allow,  on  reconsidering  them,  that,  exclusive  of 
manifest  interpolation,  there  may  be  a  ground-work  of 
antiquity  in  them.  The  famous  passage  in  Josephus  ^ 
concerning  Christ  is  not  a  more  evident  interpolation 
than  many  in  these  epistles  of  Ignatiifi$,  which  yott 
quote  with  so  much  confidence. 

You  yourself  may  believe  that  every  word  now  found 
in  these  epistles  was  actually  written  by  Ignatius ;  but 
if  they  have  been  tampered  with,  or  have  undergcme 
alterations^  how  can  you  quote  them  with  so  much 
confidence,  as  if  the  argument  must  necessarily  have 
the  same  weight  with  all  persons  ?  Notwithstanding 
this  you  say,  p.  34,  "  t  will  therefore  still  appeal  to 
these  epistles  as  sufficiently  sincere  to  be  decisive  in  the 
point  in  dispute.  Nor  shall  I  think  myself  obliged  to 
go  into  the  proof  of  their  authenticity  till  you  have 
given  a  satisfactory  reply  to  every  part  of  Bishop  Pear* 
son's  elaborate  defence,  a  work  which  I  suspect  you 
have  not  yet  looked  through.^  ,  And  I,  Sir,  shall  save 
myself  that  trouble  till  you  shall  have  replied  to  every 
part  of  Larroque's  answer  to  this  work  of  Pearson  i 

N 
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The  different   Opinions  of  Dr.  Horsley  and 
Dr.  Priestley  briefly  stated. 

JL  HAT  my  readers  may  more  easily  form  a  clear  and 
comprehensive  idea  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  this 
controversy,  I  shall,  in  this  place,  briefly  state  the 
principal  articles  on  which  Dr.  Hprsley  and  myself 
hold  different  opinions. 

1  •  Dr.  Horsley  insists  upon  it  that  the  faith  of  the 
primitive  christian  church  must  have  been  trinitarian, 
because  th^t  doctrine  appears  in  the  vi^ritings  of  Bar- 
Di^bas  and  Ignatius.  I  say  that,  admitting  these  works 
to  be  genuine  in  the  main^  they  bear  evident  marks  of 
interpolation  with  respect  to  this  very  subject,  and 
therefore  the  conclusion  is  not  just. 

2.  Dr.  Horsley  says,  that  those  who  are  called 
Ebionites  did  not  exist  in  the  age  of  the  apostles,  and 
also  that,  though  they  believed  the  simple  humanity  of 
Christ,  they  probably  held  some  mysterious  exaltation 
of  his  nature  after  his  ascension,  which  made  him  the 
object  of  prayer  to  them.  I  say  the  Ebionites  cer- 
tainly existed  in  the  time  of  the  apostles,  and  that  this 
notion  of  their  holding  such  an  exaltation  of  his  na<*> 
ture,  as  to  make  him  the  objects  of  prayer,  is  highly 
improbable. 

3.  Dr.  Horsley  says,  that  those  who  are  called  Na^' 
zarenes  6y  the  early  christian  writers  believed  the  di- 
vinity of  Christ,  that  they  did  not  exist  till  after  the 
time  of  Adrian,  and  had  their  name  from  the  place 
where  they  settled  in  the  North  of  Galilee,  after  they 
were  then  driven  from  Jerusalem.  I  maintain  that 
these  Nazarenes  no  more  believed  the  divinity  of 
Christ  than  the  Ebionites  and  that,  together  with 
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them,  they  were  supposed  by  the  christian  fathers  to 
have  existed  in  the  time  of  the  apostles. 

4.  Dr.  Horsley  maintains  that  there  was  a  church  of 
orthodox  Jewish  christians  at  Jerusalem  after  the  time 
of  Adrian ;  for  that  the  body  of  Jewish  christians,  who 
had  before  observed  the  law  of  Moses,  abandoned 
their  ceremonies  after  the  destruction  of  the  place,  iir 
order  to  obtain  the  privileges  of  the  ^lian  colony 
settled  there  by  Adrian.  Origen,  who  asserts  that  the 
Jewish  christians  had  not  abandoned  the  laws  and  cus- 
toms of  their  ancestors.  Dr.  Horsley  says,  must  have 
known  the  contrary,  and  therefore  asserted  a  wilful 
falsehood.  I  say  that  Adrian  expelled  all  the  Jews, 
whether  christians  or  not,  from  Jerusalem,  that  the 
christian  church  afterwards  settled  at  Jerusalem  con- 
sisted wholly  of  Gentile  converts,  iind  that  the  testis 
mony  of  Origen,  agreeing  with  this,  is  highly  worthy 
of  credit. 

5.  Dr.  Horsley  maintains,  that  though  he  finds  no 
unitarians  in  the  apostolic  age,  a  censure  was  intended 
for  them  by  the  apostle  John  in  the  phrase  Christ  came 
in  thejlesh.  I  assert  that  the  unitarians  did  exist  in 
great  numbers  in  the  time  of  John,  but  that  he  did  not 
censure  them  at  all ;  and  that  the  phrase  Chrhi  came 
in  thejleshy  relates^  to  the  GnojStics  only. 

6.  Dr.  Horsley  asserts  that  the  unitarians,  from  the 
time  that  they  made  their  appearance,  were  considered 
as  heretics  by  the  orthodox  christians,  and  not  ad- 
mitted to  commuilion  with  them,  and  particularly  that 
they  were  included  by  Justin  Martyr  r.mong  those 
heretics  whom  he  charges  with  blasphemy.  I  assert 
that  in  Justin's  time^  and  much  later,  the  unitarians 
were  not  deemed  heretics  at  all,  that  Justin  did  not 
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The  was,  and  the  was,  and  the  was^  do  not  admit  of 
his  having  ever  not  been*/* 

Perhaps  you  will  say  that  this  testimony  of  Epi- 
phanhis  is  ybrged  by  me,  as  you  charge  me  with  re- 
spect to  the  same  writer,  p.  1 S.  I  therefore  beg  that 
you  would  examine  the  passage  yourself.  You  will 
find  my  reference  to  it  sufficiently  exact. 

After  reading  this  passage,  can  any  person  entertain 
a  doubt  but  that,  in  the  opinion  of  Epiphanius  at  least, 
(and  weak  as  he  was  in  some  things,  he  stands  uncon- 
tradicted m  this  by  any  authority  whatever,  and  his 
account  is  confirmed  by  the  most  respectable  ones  in 
all  antiquity, )  the  Nazarenes  were  not  only  a  sect  of 
Jewish  christians  in  the  time  of  the  apostles,  but,  to- 
gether with  the  Ebionites,  a  very  formidable  sect,  and 
that  this  sect  held  the  doctrine  of  the  simple  humanity 
of  Christ  ?  Did  he  not,  as  appears  by  this  passage, 
consider  the  Nazarenes  as  standing  in  need  of  being 
taught  the  pre-existence  and  divinity  of  Christ,  as  well 

*  Aio  xai  0  lu)ayv7j$  eX6wy  6  fji^oacaptof,  kou  eipcov  rov^  avSpotntovg 
^o'^oXrjiisyovs  icspt  frjpf  xarvD  Xpiarov  irapova-iav,  xau  roa^  KCuvvatoor 
irXavrjhyrutv  Sia  ryjv  svcoLpyov  Xp^rrov  ysveaXv/iav,  aito  A^paufu 
xarayopifSyr^y,  %ou  Aoi;xa  a,yayoiutrr^y  d'xjpi  tw  A$a^'  svpwy  h  rot/; 
Krj^tybiavovs  xat  Mtj^Ly^iayovs  sx  'graparpt^rjf  avroy  ?^Qyra$  eivau 
4fiXoy  ayBpaneov,  xai  rovg  l^a^oapaiovs,  xat  aXXag  itoXkas  cupscrsif, 
w$  xartnciy  sXiioy,  reraprog  ya^  ovrog  evoiryyeXi^erou,  ap^erou  avcL* 
xaXsitrBou,  ws  stTtgiv,  rovg  itXavT/jdeyras,  xai  Tjcp^oXT/fx^vou^  lespt  n^f 
xatuf  Xptarov  'ffapova-iav,  xai  Xeyetv  oLvrois  (dg  xaroiriy  ficuya*y,  xai 
ipwy  riycLg  eig  r^aytiCLg  o^ovg  xsxXixorag  xai  a<peyrag  rr^y  evisieof 
'  xau  aXyfiiyr^y,  wg  siifsty)  Hot  pgpg<r9fi,  iroi  fiqJ^ihrs,  ol  njv  rpcux^iOit 
ilw  xai  ffxpfy^aXw^fi  xat  eig  %^0'jxa  (psfcvaraof  paBi^oytsg ',  ayaxapi^ 
yi^ars.  Ovx  $ariy  ovrwg,  ovx  eirriv  aito  Mapuis  fMyoy  6  ^eog  Xoyckg, 
0  ix  itatpog  avwis^  ysyevyrjfi^yogg  ovx  soriy  aito  rwy  yjpovwf  IwTt^f 
tov  rat/tTjf  ipiuao-tovy  ovx  so-riy  avo  rwv  xpoywv  SaXafliijX,  xai  Zo- 
foCaCijX,  xai  AaCi^,  xai  K^paa^,  xai  laxutt,  xai  Nwf,  xai  A^o/Ur, 
«XXa  sy  apY^  ijv  i  \oyog,  xai  i  Xoyos  ijv  tffojroy  ^eoy,  xai  ^sog  ijr 
i  Xr/og.  TO  is  Qjy,  xai  r^y,  xai  ijy,  ovx  vitoSs^ei^  rov  [mj  nyai  «'or«. 
Haer.  69.  sect.  xxiiL  Epiphanu  Opera,,  vol.  i.  edit.  Paris.  162^^ 
p.  746, 747. 
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as  the  Ebionites,  and  the  other  sects  that  he  here  men- 
tions or  ^lludes  to  ? 

In  another  place  this  writer  compares  the  Nazareiies 
^to  persons  who,  seeing  a  fire  at  a  distance,  and  not  un- 
derstanding the  cause  or  the  use  of  it,  run  towards  it 
and  burn  themselves ;  so  *'  these  Jews,  he  says,  oa 
hearing  the  name  of  Jesus  pnly,  and  the  miracles  per« 
formed  by  the  apostles^  believe  on  him ;  and  knowing 
that  he  was  bom  at  Nazareth,  and  brought  up  in  the 
house  of  Joseph,  and  that  on  that  account  he  was 
called  a  Nazarene^  (the  apostles  styling  him  a  man  of 
Nazarelhj  approved  by  miracles  and  mighty  deeds^) 
imposed  that  name  upon  themselves*."  How,  Sii^^ 
does  this  agree  with  this  writer's  supposing  that  the 
Nazarenes,  of  whom  he  was  treating,  were  well  in* 
structed  in  the  doctrine-  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  ? 
Also,  how  does  this  agree  with  the  late  origin  that  yott 
give  to  these  Nazarenes  ? 

You,  Mr.  Archdeacon,  are  pleased  to  deny  the  ex- 
istence even  of  the  Ebionites  in  the  time  of  the  apo« 
sties,  contrary,  I  mil  venture  to  say,  to  the  unanimous 
testimony  of  all  antiquity.— Jerom,  giving  an  account 
of  the  reasons  that  moved  John  to  write  his  gospel^ 
mentions  the  Ebionites  no.t  only  as  a  sect,  but  a  flou- 
rishing sect  in  the  time  of  that  apostle.  See  the  fol- 
lowing passage  from  his  catalogue  of  ecdedastical 
writers :  ^^  John,  the  apostle  whom  Jesus  loved^  the 

*  Axoucavrs^  yap  fMvov  ovojxa  Jyja'w,  xxi  ^cao'ajxffyof  rei  ^io^ 
o^fisiaroc  h%  yEipwv  rwv  aitoar  oXwv  yivofji^yeL^  %ai  otvro*  f<^  Iij-  , 
troypf  itta-revov^i.  yvovres  $s  avroy  gK  Na^apst  9¥  yatrrpi  fiyjty/xflwj- 
Bsyra,  xau  by  oiKtfj  lw(ni<p  aLvarpoLfiyra,  xai  ha  rovro  By  rtgf  svay* 
ysXto)  Ir^a-ovy  roy  Ua^cvpaioy  Ka\et(rdai,  cif  xat  ol  enfoaroXoi  faartv 
i'i^a-^w  roy  Nalwpa^oy  aySpa,  aKohhtywBy^y  By  re  o^juwoi;  xoi  r§* 
f a^i  x0^f  ra.  h^if^s*  rouro  ro  oyo/xa  etirma^iy  avtoif,  ro  wXittriak 
Ha^wpa^ovi,    Haer.  29.  sect,  v.    Opera,  vol.  i.  p.  121. 
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son  of  Zebedee,  and  brother  of  James,  who  was  be- 
headed by  Herod  after  the  death  of  Christ,  wrote  his 
gospel  the  last  of  all  (at  the  entreaty  of  the  bishops  of 
Asia)  against  Cerinthus  and  other  heretics,  and  espe- 
cially the  doctrine  of  the  Ebionites,  then  gaining 
ground,  who  said  that  Christ  had  no  being  before  he 
was  bom  of  Mary,  whence  he  was  compelled  to  de- 
clare his  divine  origin*.** — ^This  is  only  one  out  of 
many  authorities  that  I  could  produce  for  this  purpose, 
and  it  is  not  possible  to  produce  any  to  the  contrary. 

*'  As  a  certain  proof,"  you  say,  p.  27,  *'  that  the 
Ebionites  and  Nazarenes  were  two  distinct  sects,  Mos- 
heim  observes  that  each  had  its  own  gospel."  But  in 
answer  to  this  opinion  of  Mosheim^s,  I  shall  give  you 
another,  which  I  think  of  equal  authority,  viz.  that  of 
Mr,  JeremiaK  Jones,  with  whom  I  find  I  have  had  the 
happiness  to  bring  you  acquainted;  and  I  canintro-' 
duce  him  with  the  greater  confidence  of  his  being  well 
V  received,  as  he  was  as  orthodox  as  yourself.  As  he  is 
a  writer  entirely  new  to  you,  I  shall  give  his  whole 
paragraph  on  the  subject. 

"  It  Is  plain  there  was  a  very  great  agreement  be- 
tween these  two  ancient  sects ;  and  though  they  went 
under  different  names,  yet  they  seem  only  to  have  dif- 
fered m  this,  that  the  Ebionites  had  made  some  addi- 
tion  to  the  old  Nazarene  system.  For  Origen  ex- 
pressly tells  us,  Ka/  ESiujvocioi  xpyjfiaTi^ovcrt  ot  utto 
lov^ociu')/  rov  J7}<rovv  cog  'K^kttov  Trupoch^ccjJi'evoi*     They 

*  Joannes,  Apostolus  quern  Jesus  amavit  plurimum,  filius  Ze- 
bedgEi,  frater  Jacobi  Apostoli,  quern  Herodes^ost  passionetnxiQ- 
mini  decollavit,  novissimus  omnium  scripsit  evangelium,  rogatns 
ab  Asiae  episcdpis,  adversus  Cerinthum,  aliosque  hsereticos,  et 
hiaxime  tunc  Ebionitarum  dogma  consurgens,  qui  asserunt 
Christum  ante  Mariam  non  fuisse,  unde  et  compulsus  est  divi- 
nam  ejus  naturam  edicere.    Opera,  vol,  i.  p.  273. 
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were  called  JSbioniles  who  from  among  the  Jews  own 
Jesus  to  be  the  Christ,  And  though  Epiphanius  seems 
to  make  their  gospels  different,  calling  one  'jrKri^s<rTU'to¥ 
most  entire,  yet  this  need  not  move  us.  ,  For  if  the 
learned  Casaubon's  conjecture  should  not  be  right, 
that  we  should  read  the  same,  viz.  eu  TrKfipio-TocTov  in 
both  places^  (which  yet  is  very  probable  for  any  thing 
Father  Simon  has  proved  to  the  contrary,)  yet  will  the 
difScuhy  be  all  removed  at  once  by  this  single  consi- 
deration, that  Epiphanius  never  saw  any  gospel  of  the 
Naearenes ;  for  though  he  calls  it  tt Aj/pfo-rarov,  yet  he 
himself  says,  ovk  oiSa  Ss  si  %ai  rug  ysveuKoy lotg  TrspieiKovj 
that  he  did  not  know  whether  they  had  taken  away  the 
genealogy,  as  the  Ebionites  had  done ;  i.  e«  having 
never  seen  the  Nazarene  gospel,  for  aught  he  knew  it 
might  be  the  very  same  with  that  of  the  Ebionites,  as 
indeed  it  most  certainly  w^.'^  On  the  Canon,  vol.  i. 
p.  386. 

As  I  have  perceived  that  the  opinion  of  the  moderns 
has  sometimes  great  weight  with  you,  I  shall  transcribe 
part  of  a  note  of  the  learned  translator  of  Mosheim  on 
this  subject.  "  This  gospel,*'  he  says,  voL  i.  p.  173, 
^'  which  was  called  indiscriminately  the  gospel  of  the 
Nazarenes  or  Hebrews,  is  certainly  the  same  with  the 
gospel  of  the  Ebionites,  the  gospel  of  the  twelve  apo- 
stles," &c.  and,  after  referring  to  other  authors,  he 
says,  ^'  the  reader  will,  however,  find  a  still  more  ac* 
curate  and  satisfactory  account  of  this  gospel  in  the 
first  volume  of  the  learned  and  judicious  Mr.  Jones's 
incomparable  method  of  settling  the  canonical  autho- 
rity of  the  New  Testament." 

But  in  my  opinion  Jerom  has  sufficiently  decided 
this  question  against  you.    Could  he  have  had  mf 
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Other  idea  than  that  these  two  sects  (if  they  were  pro- 
perly two)  used  the  same  gospel,  when  he  said>  ^'  in  the 
gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionites,  which  is 
commonly  called  the  authentic  gospelofMatthew,  which 
I  lately  translated  from  Hebrew  into  Greek*/'  &c 

You  further  say,  p.  71,  **  the  Ebionites  acknow- 
ledged no  part  of  the  Old  Testament  but  the  Penta- 
teuch, nor  the  whole  of  that ;  and  therefore  that  He- 
gesippus'  citing  the  Proverbs  of  Sobmon  by  a  title 
which  implies  his  acknowledgement  of  that  book,  is 
a  proof  that  he  was  not  an  Ebionite."  I  know  of.  no 
sufficient  evidence  that  the  Ebionites  did  not  acknow- 
ledge the  authority  of  all  that  we  call  the  canomcal 
books  of  the  Old  Testament*  Symmachu^,  whose 
translation  of  the  scriptures  into  Greek  is  so  often 
quoted,  and  with  the  greatest  approbation,  by  the  fa- 
thers, was  an  Ebionite,  and  Jerom  says  the  same  of 
Theodotion.  They  both  translated  the  other  Jbooks  of 
the  Old  Testament  as  well  as  the  Pentateuch,  and,  as 
far  as  appears,  without  making  any  distinction  between 
that  and  the  other  books ;  and  can^  this  be  thought 
probable,  if  they  had  not  considered  them  as  entitled 
to  equal  credit  ?  Besides,  our  Saviour*s  acknowledge* 
ment  of  the  authority  of  the  whole  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment is  so  express,  that  I  cannot  readily  believe  that 
any  christians,  Jews  especially,  acknowledging  his  au- 
thority, would  reject  what  he  admitted. 

What  you  say  can  be  only  on  the  authority  of  Epi- 
phanius,  and  that  you  ought  to  have  known  is  in  effect 

*  In  Evangelio  quo  utuntur  Nazareni  et  Ebionitsey  quod. 
nuper  in  Grsscum  de  Hebneo  srnnone  u^nstulixnus^  et  quod 
vocatur  plerisque  Matthci  authenticum,  5cc.  In  Matt.  xli.  13« 
Ogfra,  vol.  Tu  p.  21. 
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contradicted  by  Irenaeus,  who  says  that  **  the  Ebionites 
expounded  the  prophecies  too  curiously/*  Quae  autem 
sunt  prophetica  curiosius  exponere  nituntur,.  lib.  i* 
cap.  26. — Grabe  says  that  Ebion  wrote  an  exposition 
of  the  prophets,  as  he  collected  from  some  fragments 
of  the  work,  ^f  which  he  gives  some  account  in  bis 
note  on  the  place.  By  Ebion  we  may  understand 
some  Ebionile ;  for  I  much  doubt  the  existence  of 
such  a  person  as  Ebion,  the  Ebionites  being  mentioned 
long  before  the  name  Ebion  occurs  in  ecclesiastical 
writers. 

It  is  an  argument  in  favour  of  the  identity  of  the 
Nazarenesand  Ebionites/that  the  former  are  not  men* 
doned  by  name,  by  any  writer  who  likewise  speaks  of 
the  Ebionites  before  Epiphanius,  though  the  people  so 
called  afterwards  were  certainly  known  before  his 
time.  The  term  Ebionites  occurs  in  Irenasus,  Tertul-^ 
lian,  Origen,  and  Eusebius ;  but  none  of  them  make 
any  mention  of  Nazarenes ;  and  yet  it  cannot  be  de< 
nied  that  they  must  have  been  even  more  considerable 
in  the  time  of  these  writer's  than  they  were  afterwards; 
for,  together  with  the  Ebionites,  ( if  there  was  any  dif- 
ference between  them^)  they  dwindled  away  till,  in  the 
time  of  Austin,  they  were  admodtm  pauci,  very  few. 

Origen  must  have  meant  to  include  thosie  who  were 
called  Nazarenes  under  the  appellation  of  Ebionites, 
because  he  speaks  of  the  Ebionites  as  being  the  whole 
body  of  Jewish  .christians ;  and  the  Nazarenes  were 
christian  Jews  as  well  as  they.  Jerom  seems  to  use  the 
two  terms  promiscuously ;  and  in  the  passage  of  .his 
letter  to  Austin,  so  often  quoted  in  this  controversy,  t 
cannot  help  thinking  he  makes  them  to  be  the  same» 

The  conduct  Qf  these  writers  is  easily  accounted  for^ 
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on  the  supposition  of  the  Jewish  christians  having  been 
first  known  to  the  Gentiles  by  the  name  of  Ebionites 
only,  before  the  appellation  of  Nazarenes  (by  which 
they  had  been  distinguished  by  tbeir  unbelieving  bre- 
thren) came  to  be  generally  known  abroad.  It  must 
be  more  particularly  difficult,  on  your  principles,  to 
account  for  the  conduct  of  Eusebius,  whose  business, 
as  a  historian^  it  certainly  was,  to  have  noticed  the 
Nazarenes  if  they  had  been  different  from  the  Ebio- 
nites  whom  he  has  mentioned ;  and  even  you  allow 
them  to  have  had  their  rise  in  the  time  of  Adrian, 
whose  expedition  against  the  Jews  he  particularly 
mentions. 

On  this  subject  of  the  Ebionites  I  must  take  some 
notipe  of  what  you  say  in  defence  of  Eusebius,  who 
says  that  Theodc^tus  was  the  first  who  taught  the  doc* 
trine  of  the  humanity  of  Christ.  You  still  maintain, 
without  the  least  sha4ow  of  authority  for  it,  that  he 
carried  the  doctrine  further  than  the  Ebionites  had 
ever  done ;  whereas,  you  cannot  possibly  produce  any 
evidence  Whatever  of  Theodotus  having  been  coiisi- 
dered  by  the  ancients  in  a  worse  light  than  the 
Ebionites. 

**  It  is  very  certain,'*  you  say,  p.  ISl,  **  that.Theo- 
dotus  maintained  the  mere  humanity  of  Christ  in  the 
grossest  sense;  in  that  gross  and  shocking  sense  in 
which  it  is  at  this  day  taught  by  yourself  and  Mr.  Lind- 
sey.  It  is  not  certain  that  the  Ebionites  before  Theo- 
dotus had  gone  further  than  to  deny  our  Lord's  ori- 
ginal divinity.  They  probably,  like  Socinus,  admitted 
some  unintelligible  exaltation  of  his  nature  after  his 
resurrection,  which  rendered  him  the  object  of  wor* 
ship.**    You  also  say,  p.  87,  **  I  deny  that  the  unita- 
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rian  doctrine  existed  in  that  time**  (the  age  of  the  apo- 
stles)  "  in  the  .most  obnoxious  form.  Produce  your 
indisputable  evidence.  Observe,  that  by  the  most  ob- 
noxious form  I  understand  that  form  which  excludes 
the  worship  of  Christ." 

By  the  most  obnoxious  form  I  meant  the  belief 
that  Jesus  was  the  son  of  Joseph  as  well  as  of  Mary. 
That  such  persons  existed  in  the  age  of  the  apostles, 
no  person,  I  belieye,  except  yourself,  ever  denied ;  and 
there  is  no  reason  whatever  to  believe  that  these  Ebio- 
mtes,- or  any  Ebionkes,  ever  considered  Christ  as  a 
proper  object  of  worship.  Your  idea  of  their  enter- 
taining the  notion  of  an  unintelligible  exaltation  of  his 
mere  human  nature  after  his  resurrection^  is  the  most 
improbable  of  all  suppositions.  According  to  .all  the 
accounts  we  bitve  of  the  Ebionites,  they  were  not  apt 
to  admit  things  unintelligible. 

The-^case  of  Socinus  is  very  diflFerent  from  that  of 
the  Ebionites.  He  had  been  educated  in  the  habit  of 
praying  to  Christ,  and  therefore  might  not  be  able  to 
reject  the  practice ;  but  the  Ebionites  began  with  con* 
sidering  Jesus  as  a  m^ie  man^  and  therefore  would  no 
more  think  of  paying  worship  to  him  than  they  had 
done  to  Moses,  without  very  express  instructions  and 
directions,  which  it  is  not  in  your  power  to  produce 
with  respect  either  to  them,  or  to  christians  in  general. 

Your  notion  that  the  Nazarenes  were  the  orthodox 
Jews  who  separated  from  the  church  of  Jerusalem  in 
the  time  of  Adrian,  and  settled  in  the  North  of  Ga- 
lilee, and  that  they  had  their  name  from  the  place 
where  they  then  settled,  viz.  Nazareth,  will^  I  doubt 
not,  be  quite  new  to  every  reader  of  ecclesiastical  his- 
tory, and  (excepting  the  first  of  these  psuticulats,  whi^h 
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I  suppose  you  learned  of  Mosheim,  who  neither  quotes, 
nor^  I  will  venture  to  say,  could  quote  any  authority 
for  it,)  an  invention  of  your  own.  The  Nazarenes  in 
the  time  of  the  apostles  are  well  known  to  have  had 
their  name  from  Nazareth,  where  Jesus  had  lived,  and 
£:om  which  he  had  been  usually  called  Jesus  of  Na^ 
zareth  j  but  as  to  the  Nazarenes  of  the  christian  fa- 
thers, there  is  no  evidence  whatever  of  their  having 
ever  settled  at  Nazareth,  or  in  any  part  of  Galilee. 
Jerom  places  the  Nazarenes  with  whom  he  was  ac-^ 
quainted,  (and  he  was  well  acquainted  with  the  Naza* 
renes,)  in  Berasa,  in  Syria.  Catalogus  Virorum  lUus- 
trium,  in  Matt.    Opera,  vol.  i,.  p.  267. 

You  say  that  the  Nazarenes  were  unknown  as  a  sect 
before  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem '  by  Adrian ;  but 
Epiphanius,  in  perfect  agreement  with  ail  the  ancients, 
places  their  .rise  after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  by 
Titus.  After  mentioning  the  places  where  they  re- 
sided, viz.  Berasa,  Coele-Syria,  Pella,  and  Cocabe,  (ob- 
serve, he  says  nothing  of  any  of  them  being  in  Naza^ 
rethj  from  which  you  suppose  they  had  their  name,) 
he  says,  ^'  There  was  their  origin  after  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem,  when  all  the  disciples  lived  at  Pella ; 
Christ  having  warned  them  to  leave  Jerusalem,  and  re- 
tire at  the  approach  of  the  siege ;  and  on  this  account 
they  livedo  as' I  said,  in  Periaea,  Thence  the  sect  of  the 
Nazarenes  had  its  origin^/' 

As  to  the  passage  in  Jerom,  from  which  I,  after 

*  Eksidey  yap  ij  ap^  ysyovs  f^era  r)jv  aifo  rwv  'IgpoaroXwfuop  jxc- 
'teurrao'iy,  Traytwv  rwv  if^aArftwY  rwv  sy  XlsAXij  oyxijxorwv,  Xpiarw 
fn^irayros  9caraA£i\{/ai  ralepoa-oXviMLfKouaya^offpT^trau  eitsiiyj  ij|X£AX£ 
flracrp^fiiy  iroXiopxiav.  x«<  e%  i^s  rotocvi^s  viro^etrews  rijv  Tlepaiav  oixij- 
carrss,  exsivs,  ws  efriv^  $isrpi^oy.  syTsv6sy  -^  xara  tov^  Na^wfcuouf 
mpscig  e^x*  ^'^  ^PX'i^^  H^f*  ^*  secc.^vii*  Opera,  vol.  i«  p.  12S, 
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Suicer,  inferred  that  the  Ebionites  and  the  Nazarenes 
were  the  same  people,  or  only  differed  in  some  things 
of  little  moment,  (but  which  you  and  Mr.  Badcock 
think  is  a  demonstration  that  they  were  fundamentally 
different,)  I  see  no  reason  to  be  dissatisfied  with  my 
interpretation  of  it.  You  think  it  is  a  proof  of  my 
ignorance  of  Latin ;  whereas,  if  I  thought  myself  at 
liberty  to  do  it,  I  could  produce  in  my  favour  as  high 
a  cjassical  authority  as  any  that  this  country  can 
furnish. 

How  could  Jerom  call  these  highly  orthodox  Jews, 
as  you  suppose  them  to  be,  not  christians^  merely 
because  they  used  the  ceremonies  of  the  law  of  Moses  ? 
He  might  have  pitied  them  for  their  weakness,  but  he 
wOuld  hardly  have  condemned  them  as  no  christians. 

Your  own  representation  of  them  is  not  very  un- 
favourable. You  say,  p.  49,  "  The  christian  Naza* 
renes  had  nothing  in  their  conduct  that  might  render 
them  deserving  of  this  epithet  (ayo/xo/,  lawless )•  Their 
error  was,  that  they  feared  to  use  their  liberty,  not  that 
they  abused  it/'  You  therefore  must  think  his  cen- 
sure very  harsh  and  ill  applied. 

I  think  it  probable  that  the  Nazarenes  or  Ebionites 
were  conisidered  as  in  a  state  of  excommunication,  not 
merely  because  they  themselves  observed  the  law  of 
Moses,  but  because  many  of  them  would  impose  the 
same  on  the  Gentiles,  so  that  in  fact  they  excommu* 
nicated  themselves;  and  thus  the  passage  in  Jerom  will 
be  explained  by  one  in  Justin,  (who  says  that  he  could 
communicate  with  those  Jews  who  kept  to  the  law  of 
Moses,  but  not  with  those  who  would  impose  it  on*  all 
christians,)  which  I  shall  have  occasion  to  quote  here- 
after. 
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As  to  Mr.  Badcock^s  inference  from  the  passage  ill 
Austin's  letter  in  answer  to  Jerom,  I  see  no  foYce  in  ic 
at  all.  He  only  enumerates  all  the  names  that  Jerom 
had  mentioned;  and  whether  these  differences  were  real 
or  nominal^,  gi'eat  or  little,  it  signified  nothing  to  him*. 
He  himself,  in  his  catalogue  of  heresies,  makes  a  dif- 
ference between  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes,  but  by 
no  means  that  which  you  and  Mr.  Badcock  make ; 
and  as  it  was  a  common  opinion,  especially  in  the 
West,  that  there  was  some  difference  between  them, 
( though  the  writers  who  speak  of  it  could  never  be 
certain  in  what  it,  consisted, )  it  was  very  natural  in 
Austin  to  mention  them  separately,  whether  Jerom  had 
made  them  the  same  or  not. 

That  Austin,  in  his  answer  to  Jerom,  did  not  con*' 
sider  the  Nazarenes  in  any  very  favourable  light,  is 
evident  from  his  speaking  of  them  as  heretics.  ''  Quid 
putaverint  hseretici,  qui  dum  volunt  et  Judaei  esse  et 
christiani,  nee  Judaei  esse  nee  christiani  esse  potue- 
runt,*^  &c.  Opera,  vol.  ii.  p.  75.  i.  e.  *'  As  to  the  opi- 
nion of  those  heretics,  who,  while  they  would  be  both 
Jews  and  Christians,  can  neither  be  Jews  nor  Chris- 
tians,** &c.  It  is  in  these  very  words  that  Jerom  had 
characterized  those  whom  he  had  called  Nazarenes. 
What  more  could  Austin  have  said  of  the  Ebionites  ? 
And  can  it  be  supposed  that  he  would  have  spoken  of 
the  Nazarenes  in  this  manner,  if  he  had  thought  them 
highly  orthodox  with  respect  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
trinity?  especially  considering  that  it  was  an  age  in 
which  the  greatest  account  was  made  of  that  doctrine; 
so  that  soundness  in  that  article  might  be  supposed  to 
have  atoned  for  defects  in  other  things. 

You  say  you  are  not  singular,  as  I  had  supposed^  in 
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asserting  the  strict  orthodoxy  of  the  Nazarenes  in  op- 
position to  the  Ebionites ;  but  you  are  more  nearly  sa 
than  you.  hnagine.— — "  Hugo  Grotius,"  you  say, 
p.  S8,  *^  Vossius,  Spencer,  and  Huetius  agree  that  the 
Nazarenes  and  EbioniteSj  though  sometimes  confound- 
ed, were  distinct  sects,  and  they  maintain  the  opinion 
which  I  now  maintain  of  the  high  orthodoxy  of  the 
proper  Nazarenes  in  the  article,  of  our  Lord's  di- 
vinity." 

Having  examined  the  most  respectable  of  these  au- 
thorities, viz.  Grotius,  I  find  him  entirely  failing  you, 
and  saying  no  such  thing  as  you  ascribe  to  him.  What 
he  says  is  as  follows :  '^  Certe  Nazaraei  illi  Beraeenses 
genujna  erant  propago  eorum  qui  primi  ex  Palestina 
Cbristi  fidem  erant  amplexi.  Nam  id  iilis  nomen  pri- 
mitu»  fuisse  inditum  ex  domini  nostri  nomine,  qui 
vulgo  NazareQAis  vocabatur,  apparet  ex  Act.  xxiv.  5. 
Opera,  vol.  ii.  p.  4.  i.  e.  Those  Bersean  Nazarenes  were 
the  genuine  descendants  of  those  who  first  in  Palestine 
embraced  the  christian  faith  ;  for  that  this  name  was 
originally  given  them  from  the  name  of  our  Saviour, 
who  was  commonly  called  the  Nazarene^  appears  from 
Acts  xxiv.  5.*" 

This,'  Sir,  is  nothing  more  than  I  have  repeatedly 
said  myself,  viz.  that  the  Nazarenes  mentioned  by  the 
primitive  fathers  were  the  genuine  descendants  of  the 

*  Dr,  Horsley,  in  Reply,  part  r.  p.  8,  is  extremely  offended  at 
this  remark  of  Dr,  Priestley^  which  indeed  was  incorrect,  and  is 
retracted  hy  Dr,  Priestley  himself  in  his  last  Appejidix  to  these  Let' 
ters.  It  appears  in  fact  that  Grotius  made  a  wide  distinction  he* 
tween  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites  ;  the  former,  as  he  conceived, 
lelieving  the  miraculous  conception  and  the  deity  of  Christy  the 
latter  denying  his  miraculous  birth,  and  regarding  hint  as  a  mere 
man.  How  far  Grotius  was  right  in  this  distinction  is  another 
questum, — £d. 
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JNfazarenes  in  the  time  of  Paul.  Grotius  says  nothing 
definite  about  their  opinions ;  but  if  his  meaning  must 
be  interpreted  by  his  own  opinion  on  th^  subject,  it 
vould,  I  presume^  be  in  my  favour ;  for  it  is  allowed, 
I  believe^  on  ^11  hands,  that  his  Commentary  on  the 
New  Testament  fs  very  much  Socinian,  certainly  not 
Athanasian.  But  admitting  that  you  may  have  more 
modem  authorides  for  the  orthodoxy  of  the  Nazarenes 
than  I  had  imagined,  (though  I  believe  that  a  great 
majority  are  with  me  on  this  subject, )  the  only  autho- 
rities that  are  of  any  weight  are  the  ancients,  and  we 
are  now  upon  ground  that  appears  to  me  not  to  have 
been  sufficiently  examined  by  any  of  the  modems. 

Rather  than  tax  me  with  ignorance  of  the  senti- 
ments of  modem  critics  on  this  subject,  (which  you 
are  sometimes  ready  enough  to  do, )  you  suppose  that 
I  was  acquainted  with  them,  and  had  recourse  to  arti" 
Jice.  "  Your  attempt,"  you  say,  p*  S8,  "  to  set  it 
forth  in  that  light  I  cannot  but  consider  as  a  stratagem, 
which  you  were  willing  to  employ  for  the  preservation 
of  your  battered  citadel,  the  argument  from  the  Naza- 
renes. In  this  stratagem,  if  I  mistake  not,  you  are 
completely  foiled.  In  your  sallies  against  the  batteries 
which  I  have  raised,  I  trust  you  will  be  little  more  suc- 
cessful. But  as  too  much  of  stratagem  is  apt  to  mix 
itself  with  all  your  operations,  it  will  be  necessary  that  I 
watch  very  narrowly  the  manner  of  your  approaches.** 

This  argument,  however,  is  not  so  much  battered 
but  that  it  will  well  hold  out  against  all  your  efforts  to 
overturn  it.  The  Nazarenes,  as  well  as  the  Ebionitels,. 
the  genuine  descendants  of  the  old  Jewish  christians, 
and  who  cannot  be  proved  to  have  departed  from  the 
faith  of  their  ancestors,  were  all  believers  in  the  simple 
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Humanity  of  Christ ;  and  certainly  the  presumption  is^ 
that  they  learned  this  doctrine  from  the  apostles.  "  For 
who  eke  were  their  teachers  ? 

At  the  close  of  this  subject,  having,  as  you  think^ 
a  manifest  advantage  over  me,  in  answer  to  my  saying 
that,  if  the  Jewish  christians  were  universally  Ebionites 
in  the  time  of  Origen,  the  probability  is  that  they  were 
very  generally  so  in  the  tijne  of  the  apostles ;  you  say^ 
p.  62^  "  Whence  should  this  probability  arise  ?  From 
this  general  maxim  it  seems  that  whole  bodies  of  mea 
do  not  soon  change  their  opinions.  Tou  are  indeed^ 
Sir,  the  very  last  person  who  might  have  b^n  expect* 
ed  to  form  conclusions  upon  an  historical  question 
from  mere  theory,  in  defiance  of  the  experience  <^ 
mankind,  in  defiance  of  the  experience  of  pur  owi| 
•country,  and  our  own  times.  How  long  is  it  since  the 
whole  body  of  Dissenters  in  this  kingdom  (the  single 
sect  of  the  Quakers  excepted)  took  their  standard  of 
orthodoxy  from  the  opinions  of  Calvin  i  Where  shall 
we  now  find  a  Dissenter,  except  perhaps  among  the 
dregs  of  Methodism,  who  would  not  think  it  an  af- 
front to  be  taken  for  a  Calvinist  V\ 

Indeed,  Sir,  you  are  peculiarly  unfortunate  with  re- 
spect to  this  example,  and  ought  jto  have  been  better 
informed  before  you  had  delivered  your  opinion  of  a 
matter  of  fact,  in  the  present  state  of  things,  and  at 
home,  Mf(ixh  so  much  confidence.  The  fact  you  appeal 
to  is  notoriously  the  very  reverse  of  what  you  represent 
it  to  be,  aiid  is  one  among  many  strong  proofs  of  the 
truth  of  my  general  maxim. 

,  .  It  is  so  far  from  being  true>  that  there  are  few  Dis- 
senters who  would  not  think  it  an  affront  to  be  taken 
/or  Calvinists,  that  the  great  body  of  them  would  be 
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exceedingly  offended  if  they  were  called  by  any  othe^ 
name.  This  is  notorious*  Your  learned  good  and 
able  ally  Mr.  Badcock,  of  whom  you  boast  so  much, 
p.  77, 7^9  has  served  two  congregations  of  Dissenters, 
both  professedly  Calvinistical,  and  in  the  highest  de^ 
gree.  |f  e  himself  ranks  with  that  class ;  having  now, 
as  I  am  informed,  no  communion  or  connexion  with 
those  who  are  usually  called  rational  Dissenters.  I 
appeal  to  himself  and  his  present  congregation  at  South 
Molton,  as  well  as  his  former  at  Barnstable,^  for  tb^ 
truth  of  the  fact. 

We  Dissenters  are  much  better  situated  than  you 
are  for  judging  of  the  truth  of  my  general  maxim,  viz. 
that  large  bodies  of  men  do  not  soon  change  thdf 
opinions.  Notwithstanding  the  Dissenters  have  no 
legal  bonds,  but  are  perfectly  free  to  adopt  whatever 
opinions  they  please,  yet,  as  they  were  universally  Cal- 
vinists  at  the  time  of  the  Reformation,  they  are  very 
generally  so  still.  The  ministers,  as  might  be  ex^ 
pected,  are  the  most  enlightened,  and  have  introduced 
"some  reformation  among  the  common  people  j  but  a 
majority  of  the  ministers  are,  I  believe,  still  Calvinists. 

I  should  have  thought  that  no  person  at  all  ac- 
quainted with  history  could  have  entertained  a  doubt 
with  respect  to  the  general  maxim  that  you  refer  to, 
viz.  that  great  bodies  of  men  do  not  soon  change  theiir 
opinions.  Did  it  not  appear  when  our  Saviour  and  the 
apostles  preached  the  gospel  with  all  the  advantage  of 
miracles ;  and  did  it  not  appear  in  the  christianizing  oJF 
the  Gentile  world  ?  I  need  not  inform  you  how  long 
the  ignorant  country  people  in  particular  continued 
pagans^  ii  word  borrowed  from  their  being  chiefly  the 
inhabitants  of  villages.    Does  not  the  history  both  of 
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the  corruption  and  of  the  reformation  of  Christianity 
prove  the  same  thing  ?  How  many  yet  believe  the  doc- 
trine of  transubstantiation  ?  and,  what  I  think  as  much 
a  case  in  point,  how  many  yet  believe  the  doctrine  of 
the 'trinity!  Had  it  not  been  for  the  force  of  this 
masdm,  we  should  not  have  foilhd  an  Archdeacon  of 
St.  Alban  3  employing  the  moderate  share  of  learning 
that  he  is  possessed  of  in  the  defeoce  of  a  tenet  sq 
palpably  absurd. 

You  seem.  Sir,  to  speak  with  contempt  of  the  doc- 
trines of  Calvin.  I  must  however  remind  you,  that 
the  doctrinaf  articles  of  your  church  are  Calvinistic. 
If  you,  therefore,  be  a  true  member  of  the  church  of 
England,  believing  ex  animo,  and  in  their  plain  o]> 
vious  sense,  all  the  thirtyoiine  articles^  you  yourself 
believe  the  doctrines  of  original  sin,  predestination^ 
and  every  other  tenet  that  is  generally  known  by  the 
name  of  Calvinistic.  I  do  not  tax  you,  as  you  re- 
peatedly do  me,  with  insincerity.  I  presume  y9jjf 
really  do  believe  the  doctrines  that  are  termed  Calvin 
nistic,  and  therefore  I  think  you  ought  to  have  treated 
them  with  more  respect.  You  ought  also  to  have 
«poken  with  more  respect  of  the  Methodists.  They 
as  well  as  you  are  professed  members  of  the  church 
of  England,  and  not  Dissenters. 

I  am,  &c. 


Q  8 
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LETTER   IV. 

Of  the  supposed  orthodox  Jewish  Church  at  Jerusa* 

lerriy  and  of  the  Veracity  of  Origen. 

» 

;  Rev.  Sir,' 

Jl  ou  speak  of  a  church  of  trinitarian  Jews,  who  had 
abandoned  the  laMr  of  Moses,  and  resided  at  Jerusalem, 
subsequent  to  the  time  of  Adrian.  Origen,  who  as* 
serts  that  all  the  Jewish  christians  of  his  time  con- 
formed to  the  law  of  Moses,  you  say,  must  have 
known  of  this  church,  and  therefore  you  do  not  hesi- 
tate, after  Mosheim,  to  tax  him  with  asserting  a  wilful 
falsehood.  Error  was  often  ascribed  to  this  great  man 
by  the  later  fathers,  but  never  before,  I  believe,  was 
his  veracity  called  in  question.  And  least  of  all  can 
it  be  supposed  that  he  would  have  dared  to  assert  a 
notorious  untruth  in  a  public  controversy.  He  must 
have  been  a  fool,  as  well  as  the  knave  you  make  him, 
to  have  ventured  upon  it.  Your  treatment  of  myself ^ 
however,  gives  me  the  less  pain,  when .  I  see  you  not 
scrupling  to  fix  a  similar  odium  on  the  character  of 
the  respectable  Origen.  But  what.  Sir,  would  you 
not  have  said  of  me  if  I  had  been  reduced  to  this  di* 
lemma  in  order  to  maintain  my  opinion  I  What  an 
outcry  did  hot  you  and  Mr.  Badcock  make  when  I 
disputed  the  evidence  of  Eusebius,  though  I  could 
confute  him   from  himself  *  !   and  with  respect  to 

♦  Pearson  makes  no  difficulty  of  contradicting  Eusebias  in 
this  case»  and  without  making  any  apology  for  him  at  all.  His 
opponent  Mr.  Daille  having  said  if  that  account  he  tntCf  he  re- 
plies, "  He  knew  very  well  that,  strictly  speaking,  it  was  not 
true ;  for  he  knew  many  others  long  before  Theodotus,  and  not 
a  few  even  before  Ignatius,  who  taught  the  same  heresy,  a  cata- 
logue of  whom  may  be  seen  in  Epiphanius^'^  and  whom  he  pro* 
ceeds  to  mention.    ViQdiciaB>  lib.  ii.  cap.  ii.  p.  24. 
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integrity^  the  character  of  Euseb.ius  never  stood  so 
high  as  that  of  Origen.  But  you,  or  rather  your  au« 
thor,  Mosheim,  shall  be  heard. 

"  I  shall  take/'  you  say,  p.  59,  '*  what  you  may 
think  a  bold  step.  I  shall  tax  the  veracity  of  your 
witness— of  this  Origen.  I  shall  tell  you  that,  what- 
ever may  be  the  general  credit  of  his  character,  yet  in 
this  business  the  particulars  of  his  deposition  are  to  b« 
little  regarded^  when  he  sets  out  with  the  allegation  of 
a  notorious  falsehood.  He  alleges  of  the  Hebrew 
christians  in  general,  that  they  had  not  renounced  the 
Mosaic  law.  The  assertion  served  hirn  for  an  answer 
to  the  invective  which  Celsus  had  put  in  the  mouth  of 
a  Jew  against  the  converted  Jews^  as  deserters  of  the 
laws  and  customs  of  their  ancestors.  The  answer  was 
not  the  worse  for  wanting  truth,  if  his  heathen  anta« 
gonist  was  not  sufficiently  informed  in  the  true  divine* 
tions  of  christian  sects  to  detect  the  falsehood.  But  in 
all  the  time  which  he  spent  in  Palestine,  had  Origen 
never  conversed  with  Hebl'ew  christians  of  another 
sort  ?  Had  he  met  with  no  christians  of  Hebrew  fami- 
lies of  the  church  of  Jerusalem  when  that  church  was 
under  the  government  of  bishops  of  the  uncircum- 
cision  ?  The  fact  is,  that  after  the  demolition  of  Jeru- 
salem by  Adrian,  the  majority  of  the  Hebrew  chris- 
tians, who  must  have  passed  for  Jews  with  the  Roman 
magistrates  had  they  continued  to  adhere  to  the  Mo- 
saic law,  which  to  this  time  they  had  observed  more 
from  habit  than  from  any  principle  of  conscience, 
made  no  scruple  to  renounce  it,  that  they  might  be 
qualified  to  partake  in  the  valuable  privileges  of  the 
iElian  colony,  from  which  ^  Jews  were  excluded. 
Having  thus  divested  themselves  of  the  form  of  Ju- 
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daism,  which  to  that  time^  they  had  borne,  -they 
moved  from  Pella  and  other  towns  to  which  they  had 
retired,  and  settled  in  great  numbers  at  ^lia.  The 
few  who  retained  a  superstitious  veneration  for  their 
laws  remained  in  the  North  of  Galilee,  where  they 
were  joined  perhaps  by  new  fugitives  of  the  same  weak 
character  from  Palestine.  And  this  was  the  beginning 
of  the  sect  of  the  Nazarenes.  But  from  this  time, 
whatever  Origen  may  pretend,  to  serve  a  purpose,  the 
majority  of  the  Hebrew  christians  forsook  their  law, 
and  lived  in  communion  with  the  gentile  bishops  of 
the  new  modelled  church  at  Jerusalem  ;  for  the  name 
was  retained,  though  Jerusalem  was  no  more,  and  the 
seat  of  tKe  bishop  was  at  ^lia.  All  this  I  affirm  with 
the  less  hesitation,  being  supported  by  the  authority  of 
Mosheim,  from  whom,  indeed,  I  first  learned  to  rtite 
the  testimony  of  Origen  in  this  particular  question  at 
its  true  value/' 

Struck  with  this  extraordinary  narration  of  a  trans- 
action of  ancient  times,  for  which  you  refer  to  no  au- 
thority besides  that  of  Mosheim,  I  looked  into  him ; 
but  even  there  I  do  not  find  all  the  particulars  that  you 
mention*  He  says  nothing  of  the  Jewish  christians 
having  observed  their  law  more  from  habit  than  any 
principle  of  conscience ;  nothing  of  their  making  no 
scruple  to  renounce  their  law  in  order  to  partake  in 
the  privileges  of  the  ^lian  colony ;  nothing  of  any 
Jewish  christians  removing  from  Pella  and  settling  in 
^lia;  liothing  of  the  retiring  of  the  rest  to  the  North 
of  Galilee,  or  of  this  new  origin  of  the  Nazarenes  there. 
For  all  these  particulars  therefore,  learned  Sir,  you 
must  have  some  other  authority  in  petto  besides  that 
of  Mosheim,  and  you  ought  to  have  produced  it. 
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Also,  ^s  you  adopt  the  assertions  of  Mosheim,  I 
could  wish  to  know  his  authority  for  supposing  that 
there  was  any  such  thing  as  a  church,  or  part  of  a 
church,  of  Jewish  christians  at  Jerusalem  after  the  de- 
struction of  that  city  by  Adrian.  As  to  your  additions ^ 
they  are  a  series  of  such  improbable  circumstances  as 
hardly  any  historian  of  the  time  could  make  credible. 
Bodies  of  men  do  not,  whatever  you  may  imagine, 
suddenly  change  their  opinions,  and  much  less  thei^ 
customs  and  habits :  least  of  all  would  an  act  of  t;20- 
lence  produce  that  eflfect;  and,  of  all  mankind,  the  ex- 
periment was  the  least  likely  to  .answer  with  Jews.  If 
ic  had  produced  any  effect  for  a  time,  the  old  customs 
and  habits  would  certainly  have  returned  when  the 
danger  was  over.  You  might  just  as  well  suppose 
that  all  the  Jews  in  Jerusalem  began  to  speak  Greek, 
as  well  as  abandoned  their  ancient  customs,  in  order 
to  enjoy  the  valuable  privileges  of  the  iEli^n  colony. 
And  you  would  have  this  to  allege  in  your  favour,  that 
from  that  time  the  bishops  of  Jerusalem  were  all 
Greeks ;  the  public  ofEces  were  no  doubt  performed 
in  the  Greek  language ;  and  the  chqrch  of  Jerusalem 
was  indeed  in  all  respects  as  much  a  Greek  church  as 
that  of  Antioch. 

As  you  say,  p.  134,  with  respect  to  myself,  "  that  a 
jnan  ought  to  be  accomplished  in  ancient  learning  who 
thinks  he  may  escape  with  impunity  and  without  de- 
tection in  the  attempt  to  browbeat  the  world  with  a 
peremptory  and  reiterated  allegation  of  testimonies  that 
exist  not ;"  how  much  more  accomplished  ought  that 
man  to  be,  who  now  writes  the  history  of  transactions 
in  the  sec(»id  century  without  alleging  any  testimony 
at  all ! 
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Mosheim  himself,  who  began  this  accusation  of 
Origen,  produces  no  authority  in  his  Dissertations  for 
his  assertion.^  He  only  says  that  he  cannot  reconcile 
the  fact  that  Origen  mentions,  with  his  seeming  unwil- 
lingness to  allow  the  Ebionites  to  be  christians.  Bnt 
this  is  easily  accounted  for  from  the  attachment  which 
he  himself  had  to  the  doctrine  of  the  xlivinity  of 
Christy  which  they  denied  ;  and  from  their  holding  no 
communion  yrhh  other  christians. 

All  the  appearance  of  authority  that  I  can  find  in 
any  ancient  writer,  of  the  Jewish  christians  deserting 
the  law  of  their  ancestors,  is  in  Sulpitius  Severus,  to 
whom  I  am  referred  by  Mosheim  in  his  History.  But 
what  he  says  on  the  subject  is  only  what  follows :  '*  At 
this  time  Adrian,  thinking  that  he  should  destroy  Chris- 
tianity by  destroying  the  place,  erected  the  images  of 
daemons  in  the  church,  and  in  the  place  of  our  Lord*s 
sufferings ;  and  because  the  christians  were  thought  to 
consist  chiefly  of  Jews,  (for  then  the  church  at  Jeru- 
salem had  all  its  clergy  of  the  circumcision,)  ordered 
a  cohort  of  soldiers  to  keep  constant  guard,  and  drive 
all  Jews  from  any  access  to  Jerusalem.  Which  was  of 
service  to  the  christian  faith;  for  at  that  time  they 
almost  all  believed  Christ  to  be  God,  but  with  the  ob- 
servance  of  the  law ;  the  Lord  so  disposing  it,  that  the 
servitude  of  the  law  should  be  removed  from  the 
liberty  of  the  faith  and  of  the  church.  Then  was 
Marc  the  first  bishop  of  the  Gentiles  at  Jerusalem*.** 

*  Qua  tempestate  Adrianns,  existiroans  se  cbristianam  fidem 
loci  injuria  perempturum^  et  in  tempio  ac  loco  dominicae  passionis 
daemonum  simulacbra  constituit.  £t  quia  cbristiani  ex  Judacis  po- 
tissimum  putabantur  (namque  turn  Hierosofymae  non  nisi  ex  cir«> 
cnmcisione  b^bebat  ecclesia  Sacerdotein)  mil  i turn  cobort^m  cus* 
todias  in  perpetuum  agitare  jussit^  quae  Judaeos  onines  HieroMH 
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Where,  Sir,  do  yoU  find  in  this  passage  any  promise 
of  immunities  to  the  Jewish  christians  if  they  would 
forsake  the  law  of  their  fathers  ?  On  the  contrary,  the 
historian  says  that  the  object  of  Adrian  was  to  overturn 
Christianity,  and  that  the  Jews  were  banished  because 
the  christians  there  were  chiefly  of  that  nation.  Ac- 
cording to  this  account,  all  the  Jews,  christians  as  well 
as  others,  were  driven  out  of  Jerusalem ;  and  nothhig 
is  said  of  any  of  them  forsaking  the  law  of  Moses ; 
and  your  assertion  of  their  having  been  gradually  pre- 
pared for  it,  by  having  before  this  time  observed  their 
law  more  from  habit  than  from  conscience,  is  unsup* 
ported  by  any  authority  or  probabih'ty.  Eusebius  men- 
tions the  expulsion  of  the  Jews  from  Jerusalem,  but 
says  not  a  word  of  any  of  the  christians  there  aban* 
doning  circumcision  and  their  other  ceremonies  on 
that  occasion.  Indeed  such  a  thing  was  in  the  highest 
degree  improbable. 

Independent  of  all  natural  probability,  had  Sulpitius 
Severus  actually  written  all  that  Mosheim  advances, 
and  all  the  curious  particulars  that  you  have  added  to 
complete  the  account;  whether  is  it.  Sir,  from  this 
writer  or  from  Origen  that  we  are  more  likely  to  gain 
true  information  on  this  subject  ?  Origen  writing  in 
controversy,  and  of  course  subject  to  correction,  ap- 
peals to  a  fact  as  notorious  in  the  country  in  which  he 
himself  resided,  and  in  his  own  times,  to  which  there- 
fore he  could  not  but  have  given  particular  attention. 

lymas  adita  arceret.  Quod  quidem  christianae  fidei  proficiebat ; 
quia  turn  pene  omnes  Christum  Deum  sub  legis  observatione  ere- 
debant.  Nimirum  id  dom'mo  ordinante  dispositura,  ut  legis  servitus 
a  libertate  fidei  atque  ecclesiae  toileretur.  Ita  turn  primuni  Mar- 
cus ex  Gentibus  apud  Hierosolymam  episcopus  fuit.  Hist.  lib.  ii* 
c  xui.  p.  245« 
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Whereas  Sulpitius  Severus  lived  in  the  remotest  part 
of  Gaul,  several  thousand  miles  from  Palestine^  and 
two  hundred  years  after  Origen,  so  that  he  could  not 
have  asserted  the  fact  as  from  his  own  knowledge^  and 
he  quotes  no  other  person  for  it.  But  in  fact  Sulpi- 
tius Severus  is  no  more  favourable  to  your  account  of 
the  matter  than  Origen  himself  j  so  that  to  the  autho- 
rity of  both  of  them,  of  all  ancient  testimony  and  na- 
tural probability,  you  have  nothing  to  oppose  but  your 
own  conjectures,  and  nothing  to  plead  for  this  conductj^ 
\fm  that  your  poor  and  wretched  cause  requires  it. 

Having  consulted  Eusebius  and  other  ancient  writer^ 
to  no  purpose,  for  some  account  of  these  Jews  whq 
had  deserted  the  religion  of  their  ancestors,  I  looked 
into  Tillemont,  who  is  wonderfully  careful,  and  exact 
in  bringing  together  every  thing  that  relates  to  his  sub- 
ject ;  but  his  account  of  the  matter  differs  widely  in- 
deed from  Mosheim*s  and  yours.  He  says  (Hist,  des 
Empereurs,  tom.  ii.  part  ii.  p.*  506.)  *'  The.  Jews  con- 
verted to  the  faith  of  Christ  were  not  excepted  by 
Adrian  from  the  prohibition  to  continue  ^t  Jerusalem. 
They  were  obliged  to  go  out  with  the  rest.  But  the 
•  Jews  being  then  obliged  to  abandon^  Jerusalem,  that 
church  began  to  be  composed  of  Gentiles ;  and  be<« 
fore  the  death  of.  Adrian,  in  the  middle  of  the  year 
138,  Marc,  who  was  of  Gentile  race,  was  established 
their  bishop."  He  does  not  say  with  Mosheim  that 
this  Marc  was  chosen  by  the  ^'  Jews  who  abandoned 
the  Mosaic  rites.''     Hist.  vol.  i.  p.  172. 

Fleury,  I  find,  had  the  same  idea  of  that  event.  He 
says.  Hist.  vol.  i.  p.  316,  '*  From  this  time  the  Jews 
were  forbidden  to  enter  Jerusalem,  or  even  to  see  it  at 
9,  distance.    The  city  being  afterwards  inhabited  bj 
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Gentiles,  had  no  other  name  than  ^lia. Hitherto 

the  church  of  Jenisalem  had  only  been  composed  of 
Jewish  converts,  who  observed  the  ritual  of  the  law 
under  the  liberty  of  the  gospel ;  but  then,  as  the  Jews 
were  forbidden  to  remain  there,  and  guards  were 
placed  to  defend  the  entrance  of  it,  there  were  no 
other  christians  there  besides  those  who  were  of  Gen* 
tile  origin ;  and  thus  the  remains  of  the  servitude  of 
the  law  were  entirely  abolished." 

Thus  ends  this  church  of  orthodox  Jewish  christians 
at  Jerusalem,  planted  by  Mosheim,  and  pretty  well 
watered  by  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Alban's;  from 
which  you  have  derived  such  great  advantage  to  your 
argument.  But  what  evidence  can  you  bring  that  the 
ancient  Jewish  church  at  Jerusalem,  even  before  the 
time  of  Adrian,  was  trinitarian  ?  If  they  were  Naza* 
renesy  Epiphanius  represents  them  as  unitarian  when 
John  wrote ;  and  who  was  it  that  converted  them  from 
unitarians  to  trinitarians,  and  what  evidence  have  you 
of  any  such  conversion  ? 

What  became  of  the  christian  Jews  who  were  drivai 
out  of  Jerusalem  by  Adrian,  does  not  appear.  It  is 
most  probable  that  they  joined  their  brethren  at  Pella, 
or  Bersea,  in  Syria,  from  which  they  had  come  to  re^ 
side  at  Jerusalem ;  and,  indeed,  what  became  of  the 
whole  body  of  the  ancient  christian  Jews  (none  of 
whom  can  be  proved  to  have  been  trinitarians)  I  can* 
not  telL  Their  numbers,  we  may  suppose,  were  gra- 
dually reduced,  till  at  length  they  became  extinct.  I 
hope,  however,  we  shall  hear  no  more  of  them  as  an 
evidence  of  the  antiquity  of  the  trinitarian  doctrine. 

I  cannot  help  in  this  place  taking  some  further  no* 
tice  of  what  you  say  with  respect  to  this  charge  of  a 
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a  wilful  falsehood  on  Origen.  "  Time  was/'  you  .say, 
p.  1 60,  **  when  the  practice"  (viz.  of  udng  unjustifi- 
able means  to  serve  a  good  end)  ^  was  openly  avowed, 
and  Origen  himself  was  among  its  defenders."  Thb, 
Sir,  as  is  usual  with  you,  is  much  too  strongly  stated  ; 
and,  as  you  mention  no  authorities,  you  might  think  to 
escape  detection.  I  believe,  indeed,  you  went  no 
further  than  Mosheim  for  it.  Jerom,  in  his  epistle  to 
Pammachius,  Opera,  vol.  L  p.  496,  says  that  Origen 
adopted  the  Platonic  doctrine,  (and  you.  Sir,  are  an 
adftiirer  of  Plato,)  of  the  subserviency  of  truth  to 
utility,  as  with  respect  to  deceiving  enemies^  &c.  as 
Mr.  Hume  and  other  speculative  moralists  have  done  ; 
considering  the  foundation  of  all  social  virtue  to  be  the 
public  good.  But,  Sir,  it  by  no  means  follows  front 
this,  that  such  persons  will  ever  indulge  themselves  in 
any  greater  violations  of  truth  than  those  who  hold 
other  speculative  opinions  concerning  the  foundation 
of  morals. 

Jerom  was  far  from  saying  as  you  do^  that  "  he  re- 
duced his  theory  to  practice."  He  mentions  no  in* 
stance  whatever  of  his  having  recourse  to  it,  and  is 
far  indeed  from  vindicating  you  in  asserting,  p.  1 60, 
that  ^^  the  art  wliich  he  recommended  he  scrupled  not 
to  employ;  and  that  to  silence  an  adversary  he  had  re- 
course to  the  wilful  and  deliberate  allegation  of  a  noto« 
rious  falsehood.**  Here,  Sir,  is  much  more  in  the 
conclusion  than  the  premises  will  warrant.  Many  per* 
sons  hold  speculative  principles,  which  their  adver- 
saries think  must  necessarily  lead  to  immorality :  but 
those  who  hold  them  should  be  heard  on  the  subject } 
and  the  conclusion  will  not  be  just,  unless  they  them- 
selves connect  immoral  practices  with  their  principles. 
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I  find,  Sif,  that  the  characters  of  the  dead  are  no  safet 
in  your  hands  dian  those  of  the  living.  I  am  unwilr 
ling  to  say  a  harsh  thing,  and  I  wish  to  avoid  it  the 
more^  lest  I  should  be  thought  to  return  railing  Jar 
railing :  but  really,  unless  you  can  make  a  better  apo« 
logy  for  yourself  than  I  am  able  to  suggest,  you  will 
be  considered  by  impartial  persons  as  a  falsjfier  of 
history  J  and  a  defamer  of  the  character  of  the  dead^ 
in  order  to  serve  your  purpose*. 


LETTER   V. 

Of  Heresy  in  the  earliest  Times, 

Rev.  Sir, 

1  ASSERTED  that  the  unitarians  were  not  originally 
considered  as  heretics ;  and  for  this  I  have  adduced  a 
variety  of  arguments,  one  of  the  principal  of  which  is, 
that  the  apostle  John,  though,  according  to  all  the  evi- 
drace  of  antiquity,  he  could  not  but  have  known  that 
unitarians  were  numerous  in  his  time,  never  censures' 
them ;  whereas  he  writes  with  the  greatest  indignation 
against  the  tenets  which  belonged  to  the  opposite 
system  of  Gnosticism.  I  observed  the  same  with  re- 
spect to  Hegesippus,  Justin  Martyr,  and  Clemens  Alex- 
andrinus.    I  now  find  (he  same  to  be  true  of  Polycarp 

*  The  Archdeactm  endeavours  to  establish  his  charge  against  Ori» 
gen, part  n.  chap.  I.  of  his  Reply  to  these  Letters,  He  complains 
unik  same  reason,  that  Dr.  Ptiest/ey  imputes  to  Atm  what  were  in, 
fact  the  assertions  of  Mosheim,  and  he  endeavours  to  prove  the  ex^ 
istenee  qf  an  orthodox  Hebrew  church  at  jElia  upon  evidence  inde*- 
f^mknt  of  if99hem.    Jbid.  chap.  2.*-^J$o. 
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and  Ignatius,  and  that  even  Irenaeus,  Tertullian,  and 
Origen  did  not  treat  the  unitarians  as  heretics. 

You  insist  upon  it,  however,  that  John  does  censure 
the  unitarian  doctrine ;  which  is  curious  enough,  when^ 
according  to  your  account,  there  were  no  Ebionites  or 
Nazarenes,  that  is,  none  who  denied  the  pre- existence 
of  Christ,  till  long  after  the  time  of  John.  But  passing 
this,  you  acknowledge  that  the  phrase  coming  in  the 
flesh  alludes  to  the  proper  humanity  of  Christ,  and 
therefore  respects  the  Gnostics :  but  you  maintain  that 
it  likewise  alludes  to  a  prior  state  ;  so  that  we  may  ne- 
cessarily infer  from  it,  that  he  was  a  being  of  a  higher 
rank  before  his  coming  in  the  flesh. 

You  say,  p.  27,  "  The  attempt  to  assign  a  reason 
why  the  Redeemer  should  be  a  man,  implies  both  that 
he  might  have  been,  without  partaking  of  the  human 
nature,  and  by  consequence  that,  in  his  own  proper 
nahire,  he  was  originally  something  different  from 
tnan ;  and  that  there  might  have  been  an  expectation 
that  he  would  make  his  appearance  in  some  fcnm  above 
the  human."  But  it  is  certainly  quite  sufficient  to  sk:- 
count  for  the  apostle^s  using  that  phrase,  coTning  in  the 
fleshy  that  in  his  time  there  actually  existed  an  oj^niom 
that  Christ  was  not  truly  a  man,  but  was  a  being  of  a 
higher  order ; '  which  was  precisely  the  doctrine  of  the 
Gnostics.  That  before  the  appearance  of  the  Messiah 
anyvpersons  expected  that  he  would  or  might  come 
in  a  form  above  the  human,  I  absolutely  deny. 

"  A  reason,'*  you  say,  p.  27,  **  why  a  man  should 
be  a  man,  one  would  not  expect  in. a  fiober.  man'is  dis- 
course/' But  certainly  it  was  very  pfroper  to  give  a 
reason  why  one  who  was  not  thought  to  be  properly  a 
man  was  really  so;  which  is  what  the  apostle  has  done. 
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As  you  call  upon  me  so  loudly  to  give  any  proof 
that  the  phrase  coming  in  the  flesh  is  descriptive  of 
the  Gnostic  heresy  only,  and  not  of  the  unitarian  doc** 
trine  also,  I  shall  give  an  answer  that  may  perhapfe 
satisfy  you  j  which  is,  that  it  is  so  used  in  the  Epistle 
of  Poly  carp,  the  disciple  of  John.  In  a  passage  in 
this  epistle,  in  which  the  writer  evidently  alludes  to  the 
Gnostics  only,  he  introduces  this  very  phrase,  coming 
in  thejlesh.  See  sect.  vi.  vii.  in  Abp.  Wake's  trans- 
lation, p.  55.  ^*  Being  zealous  of  wha^  is  good,  abs- 
taining from  all  oflFence,  and  from  false  brethren,  and 
from  those  who  bear  the  name  of  Christ  in  hypocrisy, 
and  who  deceive  vain  men.  For  whosoever  does  not 
confess  that  Jesus  Christ  is  come  in  the  flesh,  he  is 
Antichiv^i ;  and  whosoever  does  not  confess  his  suf- 
fering^ upon  the  cross  is  from  the  devil ;  and  whoso- 
ever perverts  the  oracles  of  God  to  his  own  interests, 
and  says  that  there  shall  be  neither  any  resurrection  nor 
judgement,  he  is  the  first- bom  of  Satan.  Wherefore, 
leaving  the  vanity  of  many  and  their  false  doctrines, 
let  us  return  to  the  word  thait  was  delivered  from  the 
beginning." 

Had  this  writer  proceeded  no  further  than  the  second 
clause,  in  which  he  mentions  those  who  did  not  be** 
lieve  that  Christ  suffered  upon  the  cross,  it  might  have 
been  supposed  that  he  alluded  to  two  classes  of  men, 
and  that  the  latter  were  different  from  those  who  de?- 
nied  that  he  came  in  the  flesh.  But  as  he  goes  on  to 
mention  a  third  circumstance,  viz.  the  denial  of  the 
^resurrection,  and  we  are  sure  that  those  were  not  a 
4hird  class  of  persons,  it  is  eyident  that  he  alluded  to 
no  more  than  one  and  the  same  kind  of  persons  by  all 
the  three  characters*     I  conclude,  therefore,  that  the 
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apo6tle  John,  from  whom  the  writer  of  this  epistle  bad 
this  phrase,  used  it  in  the  same  sense,  and  meant  by  it 
only  those  persons  who  betieved  that  Christ  was  not 
truly  man,  L  e.  the  Gnostics. 

Besides,  is  it  not  extraordinary  that,  if  this  apostle 
conceived  the  indignation  that  you  suppose  him  to 
have  entertained  against  the  unitarians,  he  should  give 
no  intimation  of  it  except  in  this  one  ambiguous  ex« 
pression  ?  You  own  that  he  marks  the  Gnostics  clearly 
enough,  and  expresses  the  strongest  aversion  to  them. 
How  came  he  then  to  spare  the  unitarians,  who  have 
been  so  odious  since?  You  must  own  that,  in  the 
course  of  his  gospel,  he  inserts  many  expressions 
which,  when  literally  interpreted,  militate  strongly 
against  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ;  as 
when,  according  to  him,  our  Saviour  says  the  Father 
is  greater  than  I;  lean  do  nothing  of  myself ;  I  live 
by  the  Father;  the  Father  within  me  he  doth  the 
works.  The  Father  is  the  ordy  true  God^  &c.  If  the 
apostle  knew  that  there  were  in  his  time  those  who  be- 
lieved that  Christ  v^as  a  mere  man,  while  he  himself 
believed  him  to  be  God,  is  it  not  extraordinary  that  he 
'  should  give  them  such  an  advantage  from  the  lan- 
guage of  our  Saviour  in  his  own  gospel ; .  and  that  be 
should  have  taken  no  care  to  qualify  or  explain  it  f 
Persons  who  are  aware  of  a  dangerous  opinion,  and 
wish  to  guard  others  against  it,  do  not  ^rite  as  he 
does. 

You  will  probably  say  that  John  taught  the  divinity 
of  Christ  with  sufficient  clearness  in  the  introduction 
to  his  gospel,  which  might  serve  as  a  guard  against 
any  mistake  with  respect  to  such  expressions  as  those  . 
above  quoted.     But  it  appears  that  the  ancient,  uni- 
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tarians  understood  that  introduction  as  we  now  do, 
taking  the  logos  to  mean  not  Christy  but  the  wisdom 
and  power  of  God  residing  in  him,  and  acting  by  him. 
The  Noetian,  in  Hippolytus,  says,  U  You  tell  me  some- 
thing new  when  you  call  the  Son  logos* J*  And  the 
oldest  opinion  on  the  subject  is,  that  in  that  introduc- 
tion John  alluded  to  the  Gnostics  only,  as  he  did  in 
his  epistles. 

Ignatius  also  frequently  mentions  heresy  and  here^ 
tics^  .and,  like  John  and  Poly  carp,  with  great  indigna- 
tion ;  but  it  is  evident  to  every  person  who  is  at  all  ac- 
quainted with  thie  history,  learning,  and  language  of 
those  times,  and  of  the  subsequent  ones,  that  he  had 
no  persons  in  his  eye  but  the  Gnostics  only.  I  desire 
no  other  evidence  of  this  besides  a  careful  inspection 
of  the  passages.  I  shall  recite  only  one  of  them,  from 
the  Epistle  to  the  Smymseans,  sect.  iv.  v.  in  Wake's 
translation,  p.  116.  Speaking  of  his  own  sufferings 
he  says,  ^*  he  who  was  made  a  perfect  man  strength- 
ening  the.  Whom  some  not  knowing  do  deny,  or 
rather  have  been  denied  by  him,  being  the  advocates 
of  death  rather  than  of  the  truth,  whom  neither  the 
prophets,  nor  the  law  of  Moses,  have  persuaded,  nor 
the  gospel  itself,  even  to  this  day,  nor  the  sfuffering& 
of  every  one  of  us.  For  they  think  also  the  same 
things  of  us.  For  what  does  a  man  profit  me  if  he 
shall  praise  me  and  blaspheme  my  Lord,  not  confessing 
that  he  was  truly  made  a  man  ?  Now  he  that  doth  not 
say  this,  does  in  effect  deny  him,  and  is  in  death.  But 
for  the  names  of  such  as  do  this,  they  being  unbe- 
lievers,  I  thought  it  not  fitting  to  write  them  unto  you. 

♦  AXA'  spei  fji,oi  ris,  ^svoy  iJt,oi  <pspBis  Xoy^v  M'^asf  vm.    Contra 
Noetum^  sect.  xv.  p.  16, 
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Yea  God  forbid  that  I  should  make  any  mendon  of 
them  till  they  shall  repent,  to  a  tme  belief  of  Christ's 
pasaon,  which  is  our  resurrection !  Let  no  man  de- 
ceive himself^''  &c.  He  afterwards  speaks  of  these 
persons  abstaining  from  the  euchaiist  and  the  public 
offices,  ^  because  they  confessed  not  the  eucharist  to 
be  the  flesh  of  our  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  which  suffered 
for  our  sns,  and  which  the  Father  of  his  goodness 
raised  again  from  the  dead.  It  will  therdbre,"  he 
adds,  ^^  become  you  to  abstain  from  such  persons,  and 
not  to  speak  with  them,  neither  in  private  nor  in 
public.." 

How  like  is  this  to  the  writings  of  the  aposde  John, 
and  how  well  they  explain  each  other !  Here  we  see 
the  blasphemy  ascribed  to  the  Gnostics,  which  Justin 
mentions,  their  separating  themselves  from  the  com- 
munion of  christians,  their  denymg  the  resurrectioD, 
and  their  piide.  Now,  how  came  this  writer,  like  John, 
never  to  censure  the  unitarians  if  he  had  thought  than 
to  be  heretics  ?  That  they  existed  in  his  time  there 
never  was  a  doubt,  except  what  is  just  started  in  this 
last  publication  of  yours.  It  can  only  be  accounted  for 
on  the  supposition  that  he  himself  as  well  as  the  apostle 
John  were  unitarians,  and  that  they  had  no  idea  of 
any  heresies  besides  those  of  the  different  kinds  of 
Onostics. 

Pearson  says  that  Ignadus  refers  to  the  doctrine  of 
the  Ebionites  in  his  Epistld  to  Polycarp,  and  in  those 
to  the  Ephesians,  the  Magnesians,  and  the  Philadel- 
phians ;  but  I  find  no  such  references  in  them,  except 
perhaps  two  passages,  which  may  easily  be  supposed 
to  have  been  altered ;  because,  when  corrected  by  an 
uait^uian,  nothing  is  wanting  to  the  evident  purpose  of 
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the  writer ;  whereas  his  censures  of  the  Gnostics  are 
frequent  and  copious;  so  that  no  person  can  pretend  to 
leave  them  6Ut  without  materially  injuring  the  epistles. 

Besides,  there  are  ill  these  epistles  of  Ignatius  several 
things  that  afe  unfavourable  to  the  doctrine  of  the  di- 
vinity of  Christ*  Thus  to  the  Ephesians  he  says,  sect,  v* 
*^  How  much  mote  must  I  think  you  happy  who  are  so 
joined  to  him  [the  bishop]  as  the  church  is  to  Jesus 
Christ,  and  Jesus  Christ  to  the  Father^  that  so  all  things 
may  agree  in  the  same  unity !  *'  To  the  Magnesians, 
sect,  vii.  he  says,  "  As  therefore  the  Lord  did  nothing 
without  the  Father,  being  united  to  him,  neither  by 
himself  nor  yet  by  his  apostles,  so  neither  do  ye  any 
thing  without  your  bishop  and  presbyters.'' 

What  this  excellent  man  said  when  he  appeared  be* 
fore  the  Emperor  Trajan,  was  th?  language  of  an  uni- 
tarian. *'  You  err,**  he  said, "  in  that  you  call  the  evil 
spirits  of  the  heathens  gods.  For  there  is  but  one  God^ 
who, made  heaven^and  earth,  and  the  sea,  and  all  that 
are  in  them ;  and  one  Jesus  Christ,  his  only  begotten 
Son,  whose  kingdom  may  I  enjoy  !"    Wake,  p.  131* 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER   VL 

Of  the  Sentiments  of  Justin  Martyr ^  Iren^tus^  and 
Clemens  Alexandrinus^  concerning  Heresy. 

Rev.  Sir^ 

If,  after  what  I  have  seen  m  your  Charge  and  in  these 
Letters^  I  could  be  surprised  at  any  thing  you  say  on 
theise  subjects,  it  would  be  at  your  so  confidently  main- 

p  2 
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taining,  p.  79,  that  Justin  Martyr  had  a  view  to  the 
unitarians  in  those  accounts  of  heresy  in  general  which 
I  quoted  from  him ;  when  any  person,  with  a  small 
portion  of  that  reading  of  which  you  pretend  to  so 
much,  must  know  that  every  word  and  phrase  in  those 
accounts,  especially  the  charge  of  pride,  atheism^  and 
blasphemy,  is  appropriated  to  the  Gnostics,  and  the 
Gnostics  only.  I  must  take  the  liberty  to  say  that 
you  know  nothing  at  all  of  the  ancient  ecclesiastical 
writers,  if  you  can  imagine  that  the  unitarians  are  ever 
described  by  them  in  this  manner.  I  am  even  ashamed 
to  argue  with  any  man  who,  if  he  has  read  the  early 
fathers  at  all,  has  read  them  to  so  little  purpose. 

To  me  it  is  indisputably  clear  that  Justin  Martyr 
considered  no  other  class  of  persons  as  heretics,  unfit 
to  have  communion  with  christians,  but  the  Gnostics 
only.  Let  any  reasonable  man  but  compare  these 
passages  in  which  he  censures  the  Gnostics  with  so 
niuch  severity^  with  those  in  which  he  speaks  of  the 
unitarians,  (in  which  I  still  am  of  opinion  he  makes  an 
apology  to  them  fcr  his  own  principles,  but  which  cer- 
tainly imply  ho  censurej  and  I  think  he  cannot  but 
conclude  with  me,  that  imitarianism  was  considered  in 
those  times  in  a  very  different  light  from  what  it  wa$ 
afterward^,  and  is  now. 

Justin  also  particularly  mentions  his  having  no  ob- 
jection to  hold  communion  with  those  Jewish  christians 
who  observed  the  law  of  Moses,  provided  they  did  not 
impose  it  upon  others.     Dial.  p.  23.*     Now  who 

*  Tfaift  circarostance  maj  throw  some  light  on  the  passage  in 
Jerom,  in  which  he  speaks  of  the  Ebionites  as  anathematized 
solely  on  account  of  their  adherence  to  the  Jewish  law.  The 
£bionite8^  at  least  many  of  them^  would  have  imposed  the  yoke 
of  the  Jewish  law  upon  the  Gentile  christians^  they  would  not 
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could  those  be  but  Jewish  unitarians  ?  for,  agreeable  to 
the  evidence  of  all  antiquity,  all  the  Jewish  christians 
were  such. 

It  is  truly  remarkable,  and  may  not  have  been  ob- 
served by  you,  as  indeed  it  was  not  by  myself  till  very 
lately,  that  Irenaeus,  who  has  written  so  large  a  work 
on  the  subject  of  heresy,  after  the  time  of  Justin,  and 
in  a  country  where  it  is  probable  there  were  fewer  uni- 
tarians, again  and  again  characterizes  them  in  such  a 
nxanner,  as  makes  it  evident  that  even  he  did  not  con- 
sider any  other  persons  as  being  properly  heretics  be- 
sides the  Gnostics.  He  expresses  a  great  dislike  of  the 
Ebionites ;  but  though  he  appears  to  have  known  none 
of  them  besides  those  who  denied  the  miraculous  con« 
ception,  he  never  calls  them  heretics.  I  had  thought 
that  In  one  passage  he  had  included  them  in  that  ap* 
pellation ;  but  observing  that  in  his  introduction  and 
other  places,  in  which  he  speaks  of  heretics  in  general^ 
he  evidently  meant  the  Gnostics  only,  and  could  not 
carry  his  views  any  further,  I  was  led  to  reconsider  that 
particular  passage,  and  I  found  that  I  had  been  mis- 
taken in  my  construction  of  it. 

**  All  heretics,"  he  says,  "  being  untaught  and  ig. 
norant  of  the  dispensations  of  God,  and  especially  of 
that  which  relates  to  man,  as  being  blind  with  respect 
to  the  truth,  oppose  their  own  salvation ;  some  intro«> 

comniufiicate  with  those  who  were  no^  circumcisedj  and  of  courM 
these  could  not  communicate  with  them  ^  so  they  were  necessarily 
in  a  state  of  excommunication  with  respect  to  each  other.  This 
would  also  be  the  case  with  the  Cerinihians  as  well  as  the  £bio- 
nitea>  and  therefore  Jerom  mentions  them  together^  the  separation 
of  communion  with  respect  to  both  arising  from  the  observance  of 
the  law  of  Moses  ^  though  Jerom  might  write  unguardedly,  as  he 
often  did,  m  confounding  the  pase  of  the  CerlDtbians  so  much  ai 
he  here  does  with  that  of  the  Ebionites. 
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duciDg  another  Father  beades  the  maker  of  the  world ; 
others  saying  that  the  world,,  and  the  matter  of  it,  was 
made  by  angels,"  &c.  and  after  mentioning  other 
amilar  opipions,  he  adds,  ^^  others  not  knowing  the 
dispensation  of  the  virgin,  say,  that  he  (Jesus)  was  be- 
gotten by  Joseph.  Some  say  that  neither  the  soul  nor 
the  body  can  receive  eternal  life,  but  the  internal  man 
only*,"  I.  e.  that  they  denied  the  resurrection] 

Now,  as  Cerinthus  and  Carpocrates,  and  other 
Gnostics,  denied  the  miraculous  conception,  as  well  as 
the  Ebionites,  and  all  the  rest  of  this  description,  both 
l^fore  and  after  this  circumstance,  evidently  belongs  to 
«  the  Gnostics  only,  and  as  in  no  other  place  whatever 
does  he  comprehend  them  in  his  definition  of  heresy^ 
it  is^natural  to  conclude  that  he  had  no  view  to  them 
even  here,  but  only  to  those  Gnostics  who^  in  commoa 
with  them,  denied  the  miraculous  conception.  If  there 
be  any  other  passage  in  Irenasus,  in  which  he  calls,  or 
seems  to  cal),  the  Ebionites  hereticsy  I  have  overlooked 
it.  The  Ebionites  were  Jews,  and  had  no  communion 
with  the  Gentiles,  at  least  that  appears ;  and  Irenaeu$ 
says  nqthing  at  all  of  the  unitarians  among  the  Gen- 
tiles, who  generally  believed  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion, though,  as  appears  from  other  evidence,  they  cpn« 
stituted  the  great  mass  of  the  unlearned  christians. 
Clemens  Alexandrinus  makes  frequent  mention  of 

*  Indocti  omnes  haeretici^  et  ignorantes  dispositiones  Dei,  et 
inscii  ejus  quae  est  secundum  hominem  dispensationis,  qnippe  cae- 
cutijentes  circa  veritatem^  ipsi  suae  contradicunt  saluti.  Alii  qui. 
dem  glterum  itttroducentes  praster  demiurgum  patrem.  Alii  au- 
tem  ab  angelis  quibasdam  dicentes  factum  esse  munduftn,  et  sab- 
ftaotiam  ejus,  &c.  Alii  autem  rursus  ignorantes  Viiginis  dispen- 
yationem^  ex  Joseph  diqunt  eum  geoeratum.  Et  quidam  qiudeoi 
fieque  animam  suam  neque  corpus  recipere  posse  dicunt  aeteroacu 
ifltBTO,  sed  taotom  hominem  intieriorem.    lib.  v.  cap.  six.  p.  42g. 
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heretics,  and  expresses  as  much  abhorrence  of  them  as 
Justin  Martyr  does ;  but  it  is  evident  that,  in  all  the 
places  in  which  he  speaks  of  them,  his  idea  of  heresy 
was  confined  to  Gnosticism.  He  considers  it  as  an 
answer  to  all  heretics  to  prove  that  "  there  i$  one  God, 
the  almighty  Lord,  who  was  preached  by  the  law  and 
the  prophets,  and  also  in  the  blessed  gospel  *.'*  He 
also  speaks  of  heresy  as  "  borrowed  from  a  barbarous 
philosophy  ;**  and  says  of  heretics,  that  ^*  though  they 
say  there  is  one  God,  and  sing  hymns  to  Christ,  it  was 
not  according  to  truth ;  for  that  they  introduced  an- 
other God,  and  such  a  Christ  as  the  prophets  had  not 
foretold."  Strom,  lib.  vi.  p.  675.  See  also  p.  542, 
662.  He  likewise  speaks  of  heretics  in  general,  a8 
having  a  high  opinion  of  their  own  knowledge,  oiri(riv 
yvooa-BUig  siKfjCpoTcov.  Strom,  lib.  vii.  p.  7^4.  He  calls 
them  h^ta-o^oij  men  who  think  that  they  have  found 
the  truth^  p.  755.  and  utto  ^o^o(ro(piug  s'^t'/jfLLsvoij  elated 
with  a  conceit  of  their  knowledge^  p.  759.  He  says 
that  **  heresy  began  in  the  time  of  Adrian,"  when  it 
is  well  known  that  Basilides  and  the  most  distinguished 
of  the  Gnostics  made  their  appearance.  Strom,  lib.  vii. 
p.  764.  He  says  the  heretics  went  by  different  names, 
as  those  of  Valentinus,  Marcion,  and  Basilides,  men* 
tioning  none  but  Gnostics,  p.  765.  It  may  only  be 
conjectured  that  he  meant  the  Ebionites  by  the  Pera* 
ticij  enumerated  by  him  among  those  who  had  their 
denomination  from  the  place  of  their  residence.  ~  But 
this  is  the  only  passage  in  which  the  word  occurs.  He 
never  includes  the  Gentile  unitarians  among  heretics, 

*  Kou  iitacrais  evreviev  'faig  oupsastnv  ha  hixvvyat  ^sov  xou 
Tcvpiov  Kxvrox^aropa,  rov  Sia  vojulou  xa*  upofyjrwvy  itpog  $6  xai  |xa- 
KSi^iov  svayysKiov  yn^viws  Ke}iyjp\yyiMvov»    Strom,  lib.  vi,  p.  47^* 
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and  even  your  great  authority,  Mosheim,  allows  (whaf 
indeed  he  could  not  deny)  that  the  unitarians  lived  in 
communion  with  the  catholic  church  in  the  early  ages. 

As  the  strict  Ebionites  held  no  communion  with  the 
Gentile  christians,  it  is  very  possible  that  Clemens 
Alexandrinus  might  insert  them  in  a  catalogue  of  he- 
retics, and  allude  to  them  under  the  name  of  Peratici^ 
without  intending  any  censure  of  their  doctrine  with 
respect  to  Christ.  Besides,  this  was  a  name  given 
them,  as  he  says,  from  their  place  of  residence,  and 
therefore  did  not  include  the  unitarians  among  the 
Gentiles. 

It  is  clear  to  me,  from  the  attention  that  I  have 
lately  given  to  this  subject,  that  even  long  after  the 
doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  was  established  by 
councils  and  the  decrees  of  emperors,  the  common 
people  were  well  known  to  believe  nothing  of  the 
matter;  and  yet,  if  they  made  no  disturbance,  and 
did  not  think  proper  to  separate  from  the  communion 
of  the  orthodox  themselves,  they  ^ere  not  excommu- 
nicated. This  may  be  inferred  from  the  passage  which 
I  quoted  from  Athanasius;  but  of  which  you  have 
taken  no  notice,  from  which  it  appears  that  the  unita- 
rians were  the  ot  ttoXKoi^.  the  many.  In  the  time  of 
TertuUian  they  were  the  major  pars  credentium^  the 
greater  part  of  believers ;  and  in  the  time  of  Origen 
they  were  the  to  TrXy^Gog^  the  multitude^  and  the  t« 
TrXrjGrij  the  multitudes. 

I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER   VII. 
Of  the  State  of  Heresy  in  the  Time  of  Tertulliatu 

Rkv.  Sir, 

r^  OTHINO  can  well  be  more  evident  than  that  TertuU 
lian  represents  the  great  body  of  unlearned  christians 
in  his  time  as  unitarians,  and  even  holding  the  doctrine 
of  the  trinity  in  great  abhorrence.  It  is  hardly  pos- 
sible in  any  form  of  words  to  describe  this  state  of. 
things  more  clearly  than  he  does.  Indeed,  with  re- 
spect to  this  you  are  pleased  to  make  some  concession, 
though  by  no  means  such  as  the  case  requires. 

**  I  must  confess,  Sir,"  you  say,  p.  74,  "  Jiere 
seems  to  be  a  complaint  against  the  unlearned  chris«> 
tians,  as  in  general  unfavourable  to  the  trinitarian  doc- 
trine ;"  but  you  add,  '^  the  complaint  is  of  your  own 
raising.  Tertullian  will  vouch  but  for  a  small  part  of 
it.  Simple  persons^  says  Tertullian,  {not  to  call  them 
ignorant  and  ideotSy)  who  always  make  the  majority  of 
believers^  because  the  rule  of  faith  itself  carries  Us 
away  from  the  many  gods  of  the  heathens  to  the  one 
true  God ;  not  understanding  that  one  God  is  indeed 
to  be  believed^  but  with  an  ^covomy  (or  arrange^ 
fnent)  startle  at  the  ceeonamy.  They  take  it  for 
granted  that  the  number  and  disposition  of  the  trinity 
is  a  division  of  the  unity.  They  pretend  that  twOj 
and  even  three^  are  preached  by  us^  and  imagine  that 
they  themselves  are  the  worshipper's  of  one  God.  We^ 
they  say^  hold  the  monarchy.  Latins  have  caught  up 
the  word  monarchia,  Greeks  will  not  understand 
CBCOKOMIA.    Let  our  author's  words  be  thus  exactly 
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renda'ed^  and  you  will  find  in  them  neither  complaint 
nor  acknowledgement  of  a  general  prevalence  of  the 
unitarian  doctrine  among  christians  of  any  rank.  Ter- 
tullian  alleges,  that  what  credit  it  obtained  was  only 
with  the  illiterate,  nor  with  all  the  illiterate,  but  only 
those  who  were  ignorant  and  stupid  in  the  extreme. 
To  preclude  the  plea  of  numbers,  he  remarks  that  the 
illiterate  will  always  make  the  majority  of  believers. 
Some  simple  people^  he  says,  take  alarm  at  the  notion 
of  a  plurality  of  persons  in  the  unity  of  the  godhead." 
Here,  Sir,  I  complain  of  two  gross  misrepresenta- 
tions of  your  author ;.  the  first  respects  the  number  of 
these  simple  people,  and  the  second  the  degree  of  their 
simplicity^  or,  as  you  call  it,  stupidity.  Whoever  Ter- 
tullian  meant  by  the  simplices  and  the  idioia^  for  any 
thing  that  appears,  he  meant  the  whole  body  of  them. 
His  language  is  general  and  unlimited,  and  jherefore 
you  are  altogether  unwarranted  in  your  limitation  of  it 
to  some  of  them.  I  really  wonder  at  your  assurance  in 
this.  I  am  far  from  construing  Tertullian  rigorously, 
and  am  ready  to  allow  that  some  of  these  simplices  and 
idiotavca^t  profess  to  believe  the  doctrine  of  the  tri- 
nity, though  he  says  nothing  of  it;  but  making  all 
reasonable  deductions  on  this  account,  he  asserts  a 
palpable  falsehood,  and  against  himself,  if  a  very  great 
majority  of  th§se  simpHcps  ai^d  idiota  were  not  unita« 
rians.  On  the  whole,  it  is  impossible  not  to  infer  from 
this  passage,  that  in  the  time  of  Tertullian  the  great' 
body  of  unlearned  christians  were  unitarians,  and  that 
they  were  so  in  part  from  their  construction  of  the  re- 
gulajidei^  or  the  creedj  to  which  they  gave  their  assent 
at  baptism.  They  even  regarded  the  doctrine  of  the 
trinity  with  horror,  as  nothing  less  than  idolatry,  ea^ 
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joimng  the  worship  of  more  gods  than  one.  Common 
sense  can  put  no  other  construction  on  this  passage, 
and  TertuUian  is  for  from  being  singular  in  this  ac- 
knowledgement. It  is  made  in  different  modes  by  se- 
veral of  the  fathers,  even  later  than  the  age  of  Tertul- 
lian. 

In  the  next  place,  I  complain  of  the  degree  of  sim- 
plicity, or,  as  you  call  it,  stupidity,  with  which  you 
charge  these  unitarians.    Tertullian  calls  them  idiot^e^ 
which  you  render  ideots^  and  this  you.  have'  the  assur- 
ance to  call  an  exact  translation^    Tou  say,  p.  91 , 
that  I  consult  only  the  ordinary  lexicons.    Prsty,  Sir, 
in  what  lexicon  or  dictionary,  ordinary  or  extraordi- 
nary, did  you  find  this  sense  of  the  term  idiota  in  La- 
tin, or  ihcorrig  in  Greek  ?  Can  you  produce  any  passage 
in  an  ancient  writer  in  which  the  word  has  that  mean- 
ing ?    I  will  venture  to  say  that  it  properly  signifies  an 
unlearned  man^  or  a  person  who  has  not  had  a  learned 
or  liberal  education.     But  such  persons  may  have  as 
good  sense  as  those  who  have  had  that  advantage,  and 
may  judge  as  truly  concerning  the  great  principles  of 
religion  as  the  most  learned.  The  doctrine  of  one  God, 
or  two  Gods,  requires  no  knowledge  of  the  learned 
languages  ;  and  you.  Sir,  perhaps,  would  have  under- 
stood Christianity  no  worse  if  you  had  never  heard  of 
the  Parmenides. 

It  is  most  natural  to  interpret  the  language  of  any 
writer  by  the  use  of  it  in  other  writers  of  the  same  age, 
character,  and  profession.  Now  the  translator  of  Ire- 
nacus  certainly  uses  the  word  idiota  (ihcoryjgj  no  doubt, 
in  the  original  Greek)  for  an  unlearned  man^  without 
the  least  reference  to  any  weakness  of  understanding, 
^peakmg  of  the  heretics,  who  boasted  of  their  know- 
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ledge,  he  says,  lib.  t.  cap.  xx«  '^  Non  contemplantes 
quanto  plurts  sit  idiota  religiosus  a  blasphemo  et  im- 
pudente  sophista :  Not  considering  how  much  better 
is  a  religious  and  unlearned  man  than  a  blasphemous 
and  impious  sophist/'  Certainly  you  would  not  render 
it  a  religious  idcot^  for  ideots  are  incapable  of  religion* 
From  the  blasphemy  here  ascribed  to  heretics,  who 
were  Gnostics,  you  may  also  take  a  hint  for  the  right 
understanding  of  the  quotation  from  Justin. 

Theodoret,  in  his  explanation  of  I  Cor.  xiv.  16, 
says  that  ^^  by  ihcortjg  was  meant  a  layman^  because  it 
is  the.custom  to  call  those  ihcoTeeg  who  were  not  en- 
gaged in  war ;"  meaning,  perhaps^  ^^  those  who  had 
no  public  employments/*     Opera,  vol.  iii.  p.  191. 

Our  translators  of  the  New  Testament  had  a  very 
diflferent  idea  from  yours  of  the  meaning  of  the  word 
ihcvrrig.  For  in  Acts  iv.  15,  we  read  that  when  Peter 
and  John  were  examined  before  the  High  Priest  and 
his  kindred,  '^  they  wondered  at  their  boldness,  be- 
cause they  perceived  them  to  be  i^tooToa ;''  but  it  is  not 
rendered  ideots^  which  would  have  been  absurd  enough, 
but  unlearned  and  ignorant  men.  In  1  Cor.  xiv.  the 
word  occurs  three  times,  and  is  always  translated  un» 
learned;  and  in  2  Cor.  xi.  6,  Paul  calls  himself  ihaym^j^ 
and  he  could  not  be  supposed  to  have  called  himself 
an  ideot.     It  is  there  rendered  rude. 

One  of  your  proofs,  p.  83,  that  unitarianism  was 
proscribed  in  (he  primitive  church  in  the  time  of  Ter« 
tuUian,  is  his  saying  that  the  regulafidei  in  his  trea* 
tise  de  Pnescriptione  was  tKe  belief  of  all  christians. 
But  every  writer,  if  we  wish  not  to  cavil,  but  to  under* 
stand  his  real  meaning,  must  be  interpreted  in  a  man« 
ner  consistent  with  himself.    It  is  a  degcee  of  candour 
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th^t  is  due  to  all  writers ;  and  what  you  strongly  plead 
for  in  the  case  of  Eusebius.     Now,  concerning  what 
we  now  call  the  apostles*  creeds  TertuUian  expresses 
himself  in  such  a  manner  (in  his  treatise  de  Firginibits 
velandis)  as  gives  us  clearly  to  understand  that  this 
was. all  that  was  necessary  to  the  faith  of  a  christian. 
This  creed  might  be  subscribed  by  any  unitarian  who 
believed  the  miraculous  conception.    The  other  creed, 
therefore,  which  is  not  the  apostles*,  must  be  his  own 
comment  or  exposition  of  the  proper  regula  fideiy  or 
creed,  (and  indeed  it  has  all  the  appearance  of  a  com- 
ment, as  may  be  seen  by  the  comparison,)  and  all  that 
we  can  conclude  from  it  is,  that  it  contains  his  own 
opinion,  which  is  well  known  from  his  writings  in 
general. 

To  prove  that  the  regula  Jidei  in  the  treatise  de 
Prcescriptione  was  the  belief  of  all  christians  in  that 
agG>  you  must  prove  that  it  was  the  creed  that  all  chris- 
tians gave  their  assent  to ;  and  this  assent  was  only 
given  at  the  time  of  baptism.  But  that  regula  Jidei 
(which  supposes  the  pre-existente  of  Christ)  is  no 
where  to  be  found  but  in  this  particular  passage  in  the 
writings  of  TertuUian ;  whereas  that  which  is  called 
the  apostles*  creed  is,  with  some  variations,  frequently 
mentioned,  and  is  known  to  have  been  the  only  creed 
that  was  used  at  baptism  in  the  time  of  TertuUian,  and 
long  afterwards. 

That  TertuUi^  alluded  to  none  but  the  Gnostics  in 
the  regula  Jidei  of  his  treatise  de  Pnescriptione  is  evi- 
dent from  every  clause  in  it,  and  from  the  object  of 
the  work,  which  respects  the  Gnostics  only,  the  uni^ 
tarians  being  only  occasionally  and  slightly  mentioned 
in  it.     Though,  therefore,  a  single  feature  in  this  ac^ 


222  LETTERS  TO  THE 

count  is  found  in  the  unitarians  as  well  as  in  thtf 
Gnostics,  it  is  the  whole  character  that  we  are  to  at* 
tend  to,  and  not  that  feature  in  particular. 

In  all  other  places  in  which  I  have  found  TertuUian 
to  speak  of  heresy  in  general^  it  is  most  evident  that 
bis  ideas  went  no  further  than  to  the  opinions  of  the 
Gnostics,  except  that  he  once  calls  Hebion  a  heretic, 
and  then  he  expressly  makes  his  heresy  to  consist  in 
bis  observance  of  the  Jewish  ritual*. 

*•  Heresies,"  he  says,  "  do  not  differ  from  idolatry, 
having  the  same  author  and  the  same  work  with  ido- 
laters; for  that  they  make  another  God  against  the 
creator;  or,  if  they  acknowledge  one  creator,  they 
discourse  of  him  in  a  manner  different  from  the  truth  f. 
Heretics,*'  he  says,  **  deny  that  God  is  to  be  feared  J  ^'' 
which  agrees  virith  his  saying  that  ^^  the  heathen  philo- 
sophers were  the  patriarchs  of  heresy  §/*  for  they  held 
that  doctrine ;  but  it  was  very  remote  from  any  thing 
that  is  ever  laid  to  the  charge  of  the  imitarians. 

*'  Heretics,"  he  says,  "  associated  with  the  magi^ 
with  fortune-tellers,  with  astrologers,  with  philoso* 
phers ;  being  actuated  by  a  principle  of  curiosity ;  sa 
that  the  quality  of  their  faith  may  be  judged  of  from 
their  manner  of  life,  for  discipline  is  the  index  of  doc- 
trine ||." 

*  Ad  Galatas  scribens  invebitar  in  observatores  et  defensores 
circumclsiopis  et  legis.  Hebionis  haeresis  est.  De  Praes.  8.  xxxtii. 
p.  214. 

f  Neque  ab  idololatria  distare  haereses^  cum  et  auctoris  et  operia 
ejqsdem  sint  cujus  et  idololatria.  Deum  aut  fingunt  alium  adversna 
creatorem^  ant,  si  unicum  creatorem  confitentur^  aliter  eum  disse« 
runt  quam  in  vero.     De  Praescriptione,  s,  xl.    Opera,  p.  21 /. 

X  Negant  deam  timendum.     De  Praes.  s.  xliii.  p.  218. 

§  Haereticorum  patriarchal  philosopbi.  Adv.  Hermog.  s.  vlii 
p.  236. 

H  Notata  etiam  sunt  commerciahsereticcrum  cum  magis^  quam- 
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The  whole  of  this  account  is  inconsistent  with  Ter<- 
tullian's  considering  uriitarians  as  heretics;  but  much 
more  is  his  saying  that  "  the  Valentinians  were  the 
most  numerous  of  all  the  heretics*,"  and  that  "  the 
heretics  had  nothing  to  do  with  their  discipline.  Their 
want  of  communion,*'  he  says,  **  shows  that  they  are 
foreign  to  usf."  For  it  is  most  evident  that  those  whom 
he  calls  simpUces  and  idioia  were  ranked  by  him 
among  the  credentes,  or  believers.  They  were  even 
the  major  pars  credentium^  though  unitarians^  and 
holding  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  in  abhorrence. 

Let  any  person  judge  from  the  whole  of  this,  if  it 
must  pot  have  been  inconsiderate,  at  least  in  TertuK 
lian,  and  inconsistent  with  himself,  to  call  those  per- 
sons heretics,  who  could  not  subscribe  to  that  form  of 
the  creed  which  includes  the  article  of  pre-existence,^ 
and  which  was  not  assented  to  at  baptism. 

Tertullian  also  recites  the  articles  of  the  creed  in  a 
third  form,  in  his  book  against  Praxeas.  But  as  in  the 
former  he  evidently  had  a  view  to  the  Gnostics  only, 
so  in  this  he  had  a  view  to  the  opinions  of  Praxeas, 
whom  he  was  refuting.  This,  therefore^  as  well  as  the 
other,  though  delivered  in  the  form  of  a  creed,  and  said 
to  be  held  by  all  christians,  can  only  be  considered  as 
his  own  comment  upon  it,  and  as  containing  his  own 
opinion.     It  is  as  follows : 

*•  We  believe  in  one  God,  but  under  that  dispensa- 

plafi'bas:  cum  circulatcH'ibus,  ci^m  astrologis,  cum  philosophise  cu- 

riositati  scilicet  deditis. Adeo  et  de  genere  conversationis  qua- 

jitas  fidei  aestiroari  potest :  doctrinse  index. disciplina  est.  De  Pr«« 
scripjtione,  s.  xliii.  p.  218. 

*  Valentiniani  frequentissimum  plaui  collegium  inter  haereticos. 
Adv.  Valent.  s.  i.  p.  250. 

f  Haeretici  autem  nullum  habent  consortium  nostrae  disciplinae, 
<)uos  extraneos  utique  testatur  ipsaademptio  communicationis.  Dt 
Baptismo^  8.  xv.  p.  230. 
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tion  which  we  call  the  aeconomy ;  so  that  there  is  also  a 
son  of  this  one  God,  his  word,  who  proceeded  from 
him,  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  and  without 
whom  nothing  was  made  that  was  made;  that  he  was 
sent  by  the  Father  into  a  virgin,  and  of  her  born  man 
and  God,  the  son  of  man,  and  the  son  of  God,  and 
called  Jesus  Christ ;  that  he  suffered,  died,  and  was 
buried,  according  to  the  scriptures ;  that  he  was  raised 
by  the  Father,  and  taken  up  into  heaven ;  that  he  sits 
at  the  right-hand  of  the  Father,  and  will  come  to  judge 
the  living  and  the  dead ;  who  thence,  according  to  his 
promise,  sent  from  the  Father  the  holy  spirit,  the  com- 
forter, and  the  sanctifier  of  the  faith  of  those  who  be- 
lieve in  the  father,  the  son,  and  the  holy  spirit*/' 

Let  the  impartial  reader  then  judge  whether  we  are 
not  more  likely  to  find  the  genuine  proper  creed,  which 
was  considered  as  containing  the  faith  of  all  christians^ 
unmixed  with  any  peculiar  opinions  of  TertuUian's  own, 
in  the  treatise  de  F'irginibus  velandis^  in  which  he  is 
not  opposing  orthodoxy  to  heterodoxy^  but  simply 
faith  to  practice. 

I  am  really  surprised  that  you  should  lay  so  much 
stress  on  the  testimony  of  TertuUian,  admitting  it  to 
be  clear  and  uniform,  which  it  is  far  from  beings  and 

*  Unicum  quidem  deum  credimus^  sub  bac  tamen  dlspensatione 
quam  oeconomiam  dicimus^  ut  unici  dei  sit  et  filius  sermo  ipsias, 
qui  ex  ipso  processerit,  per  quem  omnia  facta  sunt^  et  sine  qua 
factum  est  nihil ;  bunc  missum  a  patre  in  virginem,  et  ex  ea  Da- 
tum bominem  et  deum,  filium  bominis  et  filium  dei>  et  cognomi- 
Datum  Jesum  Christum.  Hunc  passum,  bunc  mortuum,  et  se- 
pultum,  secundum  scripturas^  et  resuscitatum  a  patre,  et  in  caelos 
resumptum,  sedere  ad  dextram  patris,  venturum  judicare  ji^ivot  et 
mortuos.  qui  exinde  miserit,  secundum  promissionem  suam,  a 
patre  spiritum  sanctum,  paracletum,  sanctificatorem  6dei  eoram 
qui  creduDt  in  patrem  et  fiiium  et  spiritum  sanctum.  Hanc  re- 
gulam  ab  initio  erangelii  decucurrisse^  &c.  Adv.  Praxeam^  s.  iu 
p.  501. 
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also  on  that  of  Eusebius,  with  respect  to  the  general 
faith  of  christians  even  in  their  own  times,  and  much 
more  in  times  preceding  them,  when  it  is  so  common 
for  men  to  represent  the  opinions  of  those  whom  they 
esteem,  as  the  same  with  their  own.  Every  man  should 
be  heard  with  caution  when  he  praises  himself;  and 
what  he  says  in  one  place*  should  be  compared  with 
what  he  says  in  another,  and  especially  what  he  drops 
as  it  were  accidentally,  and  when  he  was  oiF  his  guard. 
As  I  said  before,  "  their  evidence  in  these  cases  is  not 
to  be  regarded,  unless  they  bring  som^  sufficient  proof 
of  their  assertions/*       i 

Had  TertuUian,  Origen,  and  others  thought  more 

highly  of  the  common  people  than  they  did,  we  should 

probably  never  have  known  from  them  what  their  opi« 

nions  were*    But  happily  for  us  they  thought  meanly 

of  them,  and,  without  being  aware  of  the  use  and 

value  of  the  information,  have  given  us  sufficient 

lights  into   this  very  important  circumstance  in  the 

history  of  their  times.      But  in  this^  as  well  as  in 

several  other  respects,  yop.  Sir,  hav^  been  led  into 

several  ^mistakes  through  your  ignorance  of  humaii 

nature ;  the  knowledge  of  which,  and  a  due  attentipn 

to  it,  would  have  been  of  much  more  service  to  you 

in  these  inquiries  than  your  knowledge  of  Greeks  in 

which,  however,  I  do  not  perceive  that  you  greatly 

abound.     This  ignorance  of  human  nature  appears  in 

your  insisting,  p.  1 74,  that  if  I  admit  the  evidence  of 

Eusebius  for  the^existence  of  the  Ebionites  in  the  time 

of  the  apostles,  I  must  admit  his  testimony  to  their 

eondemnatioa  of  them. 

As  Theodotus  who  appeared  in  the  time  of  TertuU 
liaQ  is  called  a  heretic  in  the  app^adiic  \xi  Tertullian*s 
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l>ook  De  Pnescriptioney  I  think  it  probable  that,  after 
bis  excomraunicatioQ,  he  formed  a  church  of  pure  unt« 
tarigns,  and  might  be  the  lirst  who  set  up  a  separate 
f>l$^ce  of  worship  on  that  account,  and  therefore  was 
d^ominated  .a  heretic  in  the  original  sense  of  that 
"word ;  and  this  circumstance  might  give  rise  to  the 
ppinion  that  he  was  the  first  who  taught  the  doctrine. 
When  Eusiebius  wrote  so  as  evidently  to  suppose  that 
the  Ebionit^  existed  in  th<?  time  of  the  apostles,  you 
^ay,  p.  1 TS)  ^'  I  consider  it  as  an  hasty  a^ertion  of  a 
writer  over  zealous  to  overwhelm  his  adversary  by  au* 
thorities."  I  suspect  that  he  may  have  been  guilty  of 
j^oinething  like  this,  when  he  said  that  Theodotus  was 
e:Kcoa)municated  by  Victor  on  account  of  his  unitarian 
principles.  That  he  was  excommunicated  I  admit ;  but 
that  his  unitarian  principles  was  the  sole  ground  of  his 
(sxcommunication  I  have  some  doubt,  considering  your 
own  idea  pf  the  credit  of  the  witness,  which  indeed  is 
pretty  much  the  same  as  my  own. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER    VIII. 

Of  Origen*s  Idea  of  Heresy. 

Rev.  Sir, 

WiJAT  I  have  said  concerning  Clemens  Alexan- 
drinu$  and  TertuUian  is  true  also  of  Origen,  and  these 
writer^  may  help  to  explain  each  other.  No  man  took 
more  pains  to  inculcate  the  doctrine  of  the  logos  than 
Origen,  and  be  thought  meanly  of  those  christians 
Vfho  did  not  adopt  it,  considering  them  as  of  an  infe« 
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rior  rank ;  but  I  believe  he  never  classes  them  with 
heretics ;  and  ^»rhe^ever  he  speaks  of  heretics  in  ge* 
neral,  he,  as  well  as  all  preceding  writers,  evidently 
had  a  view  to  t(ie  Gnostics  only.  See  his  Comment 
tary  on  Matt.  voj.  i.  p.  156,  159,  212,  287,  475,  and 
many  other  passages  in  his  writings. 

In  his  treatise  entitled  Philosopkumena^  which  is 
the  first  of  his  books  against  the  heretics,  it  is  evident 
that  he  considered  none  in  that  light  besides  the  Gno- 
stics, see  p.  6,  8,  and  16,  of  that  work,  as  published 
by  Wolfius  at  Hamburg  in  1 706. 

In  oiie  place  he  evidently  considers  the  unitarians 
and  heretics  separately,  as  two  distinct  classes  of  men ; 
but  supposes  that  the  unitarians  confounded  the  per- 
sons of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  on  which  account  they 
were  called  Patripassians.  But  notwithstanding  the 
evil  that  he  says  of  them,  he  acknowledges  that  they 
adhered  to  their  opinio^n,  as  thinking  that  it  did  honouir 
to  Christ,  as  on  other  occasions  he  ascribes  it  to  their 
regard  to  the  one  true  God  the  Father.  "We  are 
not,**  says  he,  "  to  consider  those  as  taking  the  part  of 
Christ  who  think  falsely  concerning  him,  out  of  an 
idea  of  doing  him  honour.  Such  are  those  who  con« 
found  the  intellect  of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  distin- 
guishing their  substance  in  idea  and  name  only  \  and 
also  the  heretics j  who,  out  of  a  desire  of  speaking  mag» 
nificently  concerning  him,  carry  their  blasphemy  very 
high,  even  to  the  maker  of  the  world,  are  not  on  his 
side*." 

*  Qu  vGfiiQ-tsoif  yap  Hvai  vttsp  ourou  tovf  rou  ^Im)^  pfcvovmUf 
^ep^^cturoD  (payrouru^  rov  $t^a^ny  eumv,  i^otoi  m^tf  ovyxsovrB^  *«- 
tpcg  Tcau  vhu  BVfQhavy  kou  r%  ufi'ooracrei  kva  $i^wrss  sivau  rw  ntotfftpm 
iMM  rov  vUv,  rp  st*y9i^  f^y?>  k^  ^^^f  ov&iiaort,  haufowfUs  to  I^ 

'  Q2 
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It  is  evident  to  me  that  in  the  time  of  Origen,  viz. 
the  beginning  of  the  third  century,  the  doctrine  of  the 
divinity  of  Christ  was  so  far  from  being  generally  re- 
ceived, except  by'  the  bishops  and  the  more  learned  of 
the  clergy^  that  it  was  considered  as  a  sublime  doctrine, 
proper  indeed  for  persons  who  had  made  advances  in 
divine  knowledge,  but  not  adapted  to  the  vulgar,  who 
were  content  with  the  plain  doctrine  of  Jesus.  Christ, 
and  him  crucified,  looking  no  further  than  to  his  hu* 
inanity,  as  it  is  delivered  in  the  gospels  of  Matthew, 
Mark,  and  Luke.  John's  doctrine  of  the  logos  was 
thought  to  be  too  sublime  for  the  generality  of  Chris- 
tians. 

^*  No  one,"  says  Origen,  **  taught  the  divinity  of 
Christ  so  clearly  as  John,  who  presents  him  to  us,  say- 
ing, I  am  the  light  of  the  world ;  I  am  the  way,  the 
truth,  and  the  life ;  I  am  the  resurrection ;  I  am  the 
gate;  I  am  the  good  shepherd;  and  in  the  Revelation, 
I  am  the  alpha  and  omega,  the  beginning  and  the  end, 
the  first  and  the  last.  We  may  therefore  boldly  say, 
that  as  the  gospels  are  the  first  fruits  (or  most  excellent 
part)  of  the  scriptures,  so  the  gospel  of  John  is  the  first 
fruits  of  the  gospels ;  the  sense  of  which  no  person 
can  conceive  except  he  who  reclines  on  the  breast  of 
Jesus,  and  who  can  receive  from  Jesus  his  mother 
Mary,  and  make  her  his  own.  He  must  be  another 
John,  who  was  shown  by  Jesus  as  another  Jesus.  For, 
he  who  is  perfect  does  not  himself  live,  but  Christ 
lives  in  him ;  and  since  Christ  lives  in  him,  he  says  to 

i 

iTfoxsifJt^svov.  xfti  o!  aifo  rm  alpeffeajy,  fayravt^  too  jxcyaXa  «%/ii 
avrov  ^^ovsiVfaSiKWLy  tig  ro  i^og  XoLKo\ivreg,xou  xxKcog  KByorrsgror 
hn^iovpyoVf  ovK  sicriv  v^sp  cujtou.  Coinnient.  in  Matt. ; — Origenii^ 
Commentar.  edit*  Huetii,  Hotbomag.  1668,  vol.  i.  p.  470. 
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Mary  concerning  him.  Behold  thy  son,  Christ  him- 
self*." ^ 

**  This,"  says  he,  "  we  ought  to  understand,  that  as 
the  law  was  a  shadow  of  good  things  to  come,  so  is 
the  gospel  as  it  is  understood  by  the  generality.  But 
that  which  John  calls  the  eve?  lasting  gospel^  and  which 
may  be  more  properly  called  the  spiritual^  instruct? 
the  iiicelligent  very  clearly  concerning  the  Son  of  God. 
Wherefore  the  gospel  must  be  taught  both  corporeally 
and  spiritually;  aaid,  when  it  is  necessary,  we  must  preach 
the  corporeal  gospel,  paying  to  the  carnal  that  we  know 
nothing  but  Jesus  Christ  and  him  crucified.  But  when 
persons  are  found  confirmed  in  the  spirit,  bringing  ^ 
forth  fruits  in  it,  and  in  love  with  heavenly  wisdom, 
we  must  impart  to  them  the  logos  returning  from  his 
bodily  state,  in  that  he  was  in  the  beginning  ^ith 
Godt." 

JwavvTj^,  KoLpcLfTTtifrag  avrov  Xsyovra,  Eyw  sifui  ro  0(vs  row  xoc/WpOy, 

^w  siiui  ^  ^pa,  eyu)  £i]u.i  o  itoifAr^v  6  xol\o$.  kou  ev  t^  AitoxaXvyl^si, 
J^yoo  Eii^i  ro  a  xa«  to  w,  ij  a^5^^  ^on  ro  reXog,  6  ic^wrog  xai  o  s<r^arog. 
ToAjXJjrgoy  TQiwy  sitsiv  ^tap^yjy  i^sv  itCLffwv  y^oiftav  sivat  roc  6vay» 
yeXicLy  rcwv  ^g  evar/ysXiutiv  aiea^yr^v  ro  xo^ra  Iwavvijy,  oJ  roy  vovy 
ov^sig  Jpvptrar  Xafeiy  /xij  avawscrwy  «r*  ro  trrtfios  I^trou,  /xij^'s  Ka^ouf 
aito  It)itov  rr^v  Ma^/jtv  y5vo/A€vijy  xai  avrov  in^t^rs^x.  xa«  rjj Atxoyrov 
&  ysystriai  hi  rov  sa-Ofusyov  olKXov  Iwayyyjy,  ats  re  oioysi  rov  lutayyyjy 

iei^OrpfOii  ovra  lyjcovv  aifo  Iijo-oo xa*  yap  Kag  h  rsrsh6iwix.syos  fjj 

•VKsri,  aXX'  sv  cwrw  ^ri  Jipitrros,  xai  sitsi  ^ri  sy  avrw  %pt(rrof,  Xe- 
ysrai  itepi  avrov  ry  Mapi^f  Ih  6  vlof  cou  o  Xpirrog,  Cbtnmdnt.  ia 
Johan.  vol/  ii.  p.  5. 

f  Ka*  rowro  is  «Jijva«  s%^v»  or<  cio'itep  so'rt  vo^ms  ^^locy  ntspU 
f.^ojy  rwv  [MXXoyrwy  ayaSccy,  Ciro  rov  xar  aXr^hiav  jcarayysXXO' 
[ji^syov  vofLOv  irjkovfjLsyujy ,  ovrw  xai  BvayyeXtoy  crKtav.  iLvcntjpiujv 
Xpicrrov  $t$a<nceiy  ro  voft»^oju«5vov  Sito  itavrcuv  rwv  evrvy^avoyrcuv 
voeicdai.  *0  $s  ^y^tny  lu;avyrj$  svayysXiov  aiwvioy,  otKSiujg  av  Xs^Bt}' 
rojxcvoy  •s'yeo/Aartxoy,  &a^ws  icapifrrr^^i  roi$  voovfn  ra  itayra  eyujifioy 

ifspi  avfdv  fov  viov  rov  ^sov, Aioirsp  avayxatoy  Ttvev^rfxxog  tlcu 

fW[M(,nxcvs  XpKrnayi^i^y,  nai  otov  ^sy  ^jpy^  ro  o-MfMcrtKoy  wipt)^'9tm 
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*^  There  are/'  says'  he,  *'  who  partake  of  the  logd$ 
which  was  from  the  beginning,  the  logos  that  was  with 
God,  and  the  logos  that  was  God,  as  Hosea,  Isaiah, 
and  Jerembh^  and  any  others  that  speak  of  him  as  the 
logos  of  God,  and  the  logos  that  was  with  him :  but 
there  are  others  who  know  nothing  bat  Jesus  Christ 
and  him  crucified,  the  logos  that  was  made  flesh; 
thinking  they  have  every  thing  of  the  logos  when  they 
acknowledge  Christ  according  to  the  flesh.  Such  is  the 
multitude  of  those  who  are  called  christians*." 

Again,  he  says, ''  the  multitudes  (f.  e.  the  great  mass 
or  body)  of  believers  are  instructed  in  the  shadow  of 
the  logos,  and  not  in  the  true  logos  of  God,  which  is 
in  the  open  heaven f." 

These  humble  christians  of  Origen,  who  got  no 
further  than  the  shadow  of  the  logos,  and  the  simplices 
and  idiot<r  of  Tertullian,  were  probably  the  simplices 
credeniium  of  Jerom,  who,  as  well  as  the  heretics,  he 
says,  ^^  did  not  understand  the  scriptures  as  became 
their  majesty/'  For  had  these  simple  christians,  within 

xou  rovrov  strravpoofieyoVf  rovto  leoirfrBoy,  eitav  h  evpsiwiri  xarrjpTKr' 
[uyoi  rwievBviLOLri^  xcu  yM,piro(popovvtss  ev  avrw,  spourreg  rs  njj  ovpa- 
Yioo  (To^tas  f^era^QTEov  avroig  rov  Xoyov,  eitavsXQoyros  aito  fov  V^a'a.p^ 
xufcrBat,  e^'  6  r^y  sy  ap^y  'g^os  tov  ^eoy.  Comment,  in  Johan.  vol.  ii. 
p.  9.        >        ' 

*  Ovrtv  roiyvy  o\  y^sy  Tiysg  fLsTs^ovmy  aurcv  fov  $y  cLp^  Xo^ou 
Tccu  itpoi  rciy  ^soy  Xoyov,  xeu  ^eov  Xoyov,  cofntsp  'Xlcnje  xou  Hcrauag 
xou  U^sfjiiaf,  xai  bi  ris  hrspog  roiovrov  kavroy  ntoLpBoryjo-By  wg  rop 
Xoyoy  xvpiov,  ij  rav  Xoyoy  ysyecrBaii  nepos  avrov,  krepot  Ss  ol  ju.ijJfy 
et^oreg  bi  fx,i^  Ir^orovv  Xpicroy  xou  tovrov,  £<rravpajp^yoy,  rov  yBvofj^yor 
irapyia  Xor/oy,  ro  iray  yopn^rartsg  bivou  rov  Xoyov  Xpiorov  xara  a-apxoL 
fjLOvoy  yywirxovffi-  toiovrov  h  Bcrri  ro  itXt^^og  rcvv  itegiorrBvxBvon  yo/jw- 
^oy^Bvooy,     Comment  in  Joban.  vol.  ii.  p.  48^  49. 

f  Ta  Ib  nXf^^i  TujyitB^KrrBvxByM  you^i^opusyoov rjf  mu^  rov  koyoo^ 
xai  ov^i  rff)  dXyfiiyw  Xoyw  ^bov  sy  rtv  ayBwyori  ovpavut  rvy^aafOfrH 
fi>air]fr£vgrtu*    Comment,  in  Joban.  vol.  ii.  p.  52. 
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ihd  pale  of  the  thurch^  inferred  from  what  Joha$ays  of 
the  logos,  and  frein  what  Christ  says  of  himself,  that 
he  was,  personally  considered,  equal  to  the  Father^ 
Jerom  would  hardly  have  said  that  they  did  not  under-" 
stand  the  scriptures  according  to  their  majesty:  for  he 
himself  would  npt  pretend  to  a  perfect  knowledge  of 
the  mystery  of  the  trinity,  "  For  these  simple  chris- 
tians," he  says,  *'  the  earth  of  the  people  of  God 
brought  forth  hay,  as  for  the  heretics  it  brought  forth 
thorns^. ^'  For  the  intelligent,  I  suppose,  It  produced 
richer  fruits. 

From  all  these  passages,  and  others  quoted  before, 
especially  the  major  pars  credeniium  of  Tertullian,  I 
cannot  help  inferring,  that  the  doctrine  of  Christ  being 
any  thing  more  than  a  man,  who  was  crucified  and 
rose  from  the  dead,  ( the  whole  doctrine  of  the  incat!ika«» 
tion  of  the  eternal  logos^  that  was  in  God^  and  that  wad 
God,)  was  considered  as  a  more  abstruse  and  refined 
doctrine,  with  which  there  was  no  occasion  to  trouble 
the  common  people ;  and  it  is  evident  that  this  clas^ 
of  christians  was  much  staggered  by  it,  'and  offended 
when  they  did  hear  of  it.  This  could  never  have  beeilf 
the  case  if  it  had  been*  supposed  to  be  the  doctrine  of 
the  apostles,  and  to  have  been  delivered  by  them  as  the 
most  essential  article  of  christian  faith,  in  which  light  if 
is  now  represented.  Such  terms  as  scandalitare^  ex^ 
pavescere^  &c.  used  by  Tertullian,  and  Toc^acra-siv  by 
Origen,  can  only  apply  to  the  case  of  some  novel  and 

*  Quod  dicitur  super  terrain  populi  met  spina  et/cenum  ascen^ 
dent,  referri  potest  et  ad  hsereticos^  et  ad  simplices  quosque  creden- 
Hum^  qui  non  ita  scnpturam  intelligunt  ut  illius  convenit  majestati. 
Unde  siDgola  singulis  coaptavimus,  ut  terra  populi  dei  haereticU 
spinas,  imperitiBquibusqueecclesiae  fosnum  aiferat.  In  Is.  xxiii.  20. 
Op^^^  vol.  iv*  p.- 1 18. 
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alarming  doctrine,  something  that  gien  had  not  been 
accustomed  to.  In  the  language  of  Origeu,  it  had  been 
the  corporeal  gospel  only,  and  not  this  spiritual  and 
mysterious  one,  th$^t  they  had  been  taught. 

I  am,  ^0. 


.    LETTER   IX. 

Of  the  Light  in  which  the  Unitarians  were  considered 
in  later  jiges^  and  of  the  State  of  the  common. 
People  at  all  Time^^ 

R^v.  Sir, 

It  appears  from  what  has  been  advanced  in  the  pre-» 
ceding  letters,  that,  whatever  might  be  the  opinion  of 
the  more  learned  christians,  and  of  course  that  of  the 
writers^  the  bulk  of  the  common  people  were  no{ 
brought  to  a  belief,  or  rather  a  profession,  of  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity  till  a  pretty  late  period ;  and  that,  if 
they  did  not  of  themselves  leave  the  communion  of  the 
orthodox,  and  raised  no  disturbance  in  the  church,  they 
were  connived  at.  In  fact,  ttey  were  considered  by 
the  more  learned  as  simple  ignorant  people,  who  knew 
no  better,  and  who  acquiesced  in  the  doctrine  of  the 
simple  humanity  of  Christ,  because  they  were  in- 
capable of  comprehending  that  of  his  divinity,  and  the 
sublime  doctrine  of  three  persons  in  on^  God.  ^  This 
must  have  been  the^case  with  the  of  ttoKKq^j  the  mnny^ 
or  multitude,  of  Athanasius. 

This  writer,  considering  the  violence  of  his  cha- 
racter, speaks  of  the  unitarians  with  a  good  deal  of 
tenderness  on  account  of  the  difficulty  of  understwd-» 
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ing  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity.     In  my  former  letters 
I  quoted  a  passage  from  him  in  which  he  represents 
them  as  the  o!  ttoKXoi,  ihe  many^  and  persons  of  a  low 
understanding,  but  by  no  means  as  persons  out  of  the 
church.     Contrasting  them  with  the  Gnostics  and  the 
Arians,  he  says,  *'  some  persons  considering  what  is 
human  in  Christ,  seeing  him  thirsting^  labouring,  and 
sufferings  and  degrading  him  to  a  mere  man,  sin  in- 
deed greatly ;  but  they  may  readily  obtain  forgiveness 
if  they  repent,  alleging  the  weakness  of  the  flesh  ;  and 
they  have  the  apost}e  himself  administering  pardon  to 
them,  and,  a^  it  were,  holding  out  his  hand  to  them, 
while  he  says.  Truly,  great  is  the  mystery  of  godlu 
ness^  God  was  manifest  in  thejlesh*.** 

According  to  him,  many  persons  within  the  pale  of 
the  church  must  either  have  been  unitarians,  or  have 
believed  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  without  under- 
standing it}  which  in  fact  is  no  belief  at  all.  Being 
consulted  what  was  to  be  done  with  respect  to  the 
spread  of  the  doctrine  of  Paulus  Samosatensisj  after 
acknowledging  that  persons  of  low  understandings 
were  chiefly  infected  with  it,  and  quoting  what  Paul 
says  of  the  greht  mystery  of  godliness,  God  manifest 
in  the  flesh,  he  says,  ^*  those  who.  understand  the  sub- 
ject accurately  are  few,  but  all  pious  persons  may  hold  ' 

ii^wvra,,  Tj  ytoKiwyra,  rj  ireia-y^ovT'a,  xa<  jutovov  <pXvaprf(ruj<ny  ws  Y.ax 
g,v6p(iDitov  rov  <rt*mip(i$y  di/^dprocvAvct  f^sv  jLtgyaAw^.  ovvayrou.  h  ofuvg 
i^gL^ews  [t.eeoLyiyijocr\uivrB$  Xa^^^avsiy  (rvyyyoD^itiYy  e^ovres  irpo^actv 
T^yrov  ffwpi/iros  ac^sysiay  £^ov<ri  ya^  %cn  ray  aTTocrroAov  o'yyyvcy/xijv 
t^uroig  yspuQvra,  xa«  oioyei  ^sipa  avroig  sv  tuj  Xeyeiy  sxXtiy^yrei,  6rt 
1^1  bjj^oXoywi^yujg  ju^ya  ttrri  ro  njj  evtrsteta^  ^Dcrry^^iay,  ^sog  s^a," 
^yEpwir^  sy  (rapxi.  In  illud  Evangelii  Quicunque  dixerit,  &c.  Opera^ 
jpl  i.  p.  975, 
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rile  faith  delivered  to  them  *.'*  But  what  kind  of  hold- 
ing  must  it  be,  when  they  had  no  perfect  understanding 
of  what  they  held  ? 

Gregory  Nazianzen  also  represents  the  common 

people  as  excusable  for  their  errors,  and  safe,  from 
not  being  disposed  to  scrutinize  into  things  f. 

I  have  also  observed  many  instances  in  writers  so 
late  as  Chrysostom,  who,  notwithstanding  the  preva-^ 
knee  of  a  different  mode  of  treating  unitarians,  use 
the  term  heretics  in  its  ancient  and  proper  sense  for 
the  Gnostics  only.  Here  I  shall  content  myself  with 
one  from  Athanasius^  He  says,  "  The  heretics  make 
to  themselves  another  maker  of  the  universe  besides 
the  Father  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  J,"  Indeed  Atha« 
nasius  considered  the  proper  unitarians  in  a  more  fa- 
vourable light  than  he  did  thither  the  Gnostics  or  the 
Arians^  'See  Opera,  vol.  i.  p.  975,  977)  97^- 

Cyril  of  Jerusalem  complains  of  heretics,  both  uni- 
tarians and  Arians,  in  the  bosom  of  the  church* 
*'  Now,"  says  he,  ^*  there  is  an  apostasy ;  iot  men 
have  departed  from  the  faith,  some  confounding  the 
Son  with  the  Father,  others  daring  to  say  that  Christ 
was  created  out  of  nothing.  Formerly  heretics  were^ 
open,  but  now  the  church  is  full  of  concealed  here- 
tics §."     The  more  zealous  of  the  orthodox  bishops 

*  'Or/  T^y  |X£y  coLpitBioLV  avtris  STti^rjTsiv  oXiyoav  sa^i,  7*ijy  Ss 
Ttioriif  y,OLrex^\v  dita,yfujv  roiv  ifpas  rov  ^sov  svirsiSoof,  De  Incar- 
natione,  contra  P.  Samosat*  Opera>  vol.  i.  p.  5g2, 

+  Ttig  [ji^sv  yap  r^u  Xaov  taj/a,  cay  xai  (rvyyiyuf^Hfitfi^y  tovt^ 
nfa(fxov(riv,  ovs  '<ra;^€i  iroXXaKis  ro  a^a^dytcrrov.  <>atio  xri. 
Opera,  vol.  i.  p.  388. 

J  01  h  aifo  rwv  aigscswv  aXXov  havr^tg  c^yairXarrovtt  $y)fiiwgyor 
'fwy  ifavtajy  ttajA  rov  ifAtspoc  rot)  Kvpiov  '^fMJV  Iifj^ov  XpiaTou,  Dt 
iocarnatione.    Opera,  vol.  i,  p.  55. 

§  Nuy  h  sariy  aitoffraa-ta:  aTtecr-fjfray  yap  oi  avBpantok  ti^s  ^piijf 
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might  do  something  more  than  complain,  but  in  ge* 
nerai  it  may  be  presumed  that  they  did  not  trouble 
themselves  about  the  matter. 

Complaints  of  the  spread  of  heresy,  both  that  of 
the  unitarians,^  and  that  of  the  Arians  in  Asia  Minor^ 
in  the  time  of  Basil,  by  himself  and  his  cotemporaries, 
are  without  end.  Those  opinions  prevailed  more  espe- 
cially among  the  common  people^  though  many  of  the 
clergy  were  also  infected  ;  and  what  is  remarkable,  the 
malcontents  complained  loudly  of  his  innovations^  bqth 
with  respect  to  ancient  doctrines  and  ancient  practices. 
For  some  time  Basil,  called  the  greats  was  obliged  to 
give  way  to  the  sjorm,  iind  retire  from  his  diocese, 
though  this  it  seems  was  a  dangerous  step;  for»  ac« 
cording  to  him,  unremitted  vigilance  was  necessary  to 
guard  their  flocks  from  seduction.  *^  If  any  person,** 
he  says,  ^^  leave  his  diocese  for  the  shortest  time,  he 
leaves  the  common  people  exposed*/' 
.  I  think  we  may  learn  from  Facundus,  who  wrote  so 
late  as  the  reign  of  Justinian,  that  in. his  time  many  of 
the  con^mon  people  were  welli^nown  to  consider  Christ 
as  a  mere  man^  and  yet  were  not  disturbed  on  that  ac-* 
count.  As  the  passage  in  his  writings  from  which  I 
infer  this  is  a  pretty  remarkable  one,  I  shall  cite  it  at 
full  length.  Speaking  of  the  condemnation  of  Theo- 
dorus,  in  whose  favour  he  is  writing,  he  says,  that  "  in 
condemning  him  they  condemned  all  those  who  thought 
as  he  did,  even  though  they  afterwards  changed  theii* 

iBri<rrEtvs,  xa«  ol  ^iv  vkitopfopiay  icatayysXXcva-iv,  ol  $s  toy  Xpiar^y 
fZ  ovK  otrufv  sig  ro  sivai  itaptysx^Byra  Xsysiy  ro\[ji.wo-iv,  xat  if  port-* 
gov  fx^Ev  yjcay  (payspoi  alfcnxoi,  vvv  ^s  irs^Xyjpwrai  ij  sxxXtjina  hS'^ 
TtpvfjLf^eyufv  alpetwujv.  Cyrilli  Catech.  xv.  p.  209.  See  also  p;  5«' 
*  ^i  yap  rts  kou  nepas  ro  ^pifxpfOLtav  fr^g  EXKXrjiriai  avrov  airo'* 
a^ouTfj  sK^ioTovs  eKpy^vEi  rw$  Koavs  roi$  sfs$pBvovc$»  fiasilii  £pi9t,  Ixx. 
Opsra^  vol.  iii.  p«  1 14. 
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Opinion. What  will  they  do  with  Martha,  and  theft 

with  Mary,  the  sisters  of  Lazarus,  who  were  particu* 
larly  attached  to  our  Lord  while  he  was  upon  earth  ? 
And  yet  both  of  them,  first  Martha  and  then  Mary, 
are  said  to  speak  to  him  thus:  Lord^  if  thou  hadst 
been  here^  my  brother  had  not  died;  who,  though 
they  thought  that  he  was  the  Son  of  God  who  was  to 
come  into  the  world,  yet  would  they  not  have  said  if 
ihou  hadst  been  here^  if  they  had  believed  him  to  be 
Gpd  omnipresent.  They  therefore  only  thought  as 
Theodorus  is  said  to  have  done,  and  were  excommuni- 
cated along  with  him ;  and  how  many  of  this  kind  do 
we  know,  by  the  writings  of  the  apostles  and  evange- 
lists, there  were  at  that  time,  and  how  many  even  now 
are  there  still  in  the  common  herd  of  the  faithful,  who, 
by  only  partaking  in  the  holy  mysteries,  and  by  a 
simple  observance  of  the  commandments,  we  see  pleas- 
ing God ;  when  even  the  apostles  themselves,  the  first 
teachers,  only  thought  as  those  whom  we  see  to  be  iof 
eluded  in  this  condemnation  of  Theodorus*/' 
The  case  is  indeed  the  same,  in  a  greater  or  less  de- 

*  Condemnaverant  oranes  ab  ipso  in  quern  ilium  incidisse  pur 

tant  errore  conversos. — Ubi  quid  agent  de  Martha  et  Maria^  so- 

roribus  Lazari^  qua  familiari  devotione  ipsi  domino  dum  bic  in  carne 
degerit  adhaeserunt  ?  Et  tameo  ntraque^  id  est,  prius  Martha^  ac  de- 
iDoe  Maria^  legitur  Uli  dixisse,  Domine^  si  fuisses  bic^  frater  meus 
non  fuisset  mortuus.  Quae  licet  crederentquod  ipse  esset  filius  Dei 
qui  in  mundum  venisset,  tamen  non  dicerent  si  fuisses  hie,  si  earn 
cognosi^rent  sicut  D^um>  ubique  esse  prssentem.  Eadem  ergo 
tsapuerunt  quae  dicitur  sapuisse  Theodorus,  et  cum  Theodoro  simul 
anathemadsatae  sunt.  £t  quantos  vel  eo  tempore  in  eFangeliis  et 
apostolicis  scriptis  tales  fuisse  cognovimus  ?  Quantos  etiam  puoc 
tales  in  grege  fidelium,  sola  sanctorum  niysterioram  participatiooe,. 
et^simplici  praeceptorum  obedientia,  placentes  Deo  vidimus;  cum 
et  ipsi  piimi  pastores  ejus  Apostoli  sic  aliquando  sapuerunt,  qoos 
oranes  cum  Theodoro  vidimus  in  hoc  anathemate  condemna^oft 
Pro  DefensLone  trium  Capitulorum^  lib.  x.  c.  yn.  p.  lOl* 
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gree,  at  all  times  and  in  all  churches.  Quiet  people 
will  generally  be  indplg^d  in  their  own  way  of  think- 
ing ;  and  they  are  only  Chose  that  disturb  others  that 
are  themselves  disturbed. 

Is  it  not  well  known  that  there  are  both  Arians  and 
Socinians  members  oiF  the  church  of  England,  and 
even  among  the.  clergy  themselves ;  and  yet  if  they 
can  reconcile  it  to  their  own  miflds  to  keep  in  commu* 
nion  with  a  trinitarian  church,  there  are  no  attempts 
made  to  molest  them.  Zealous  as  the  heads  of  the 
church  are  (from  the  archdeacons  to  the  archbishops) 
for  the  purity  of  its  tenets^  they  think  proper  to  con- 
nive at  thdse  things ;  and  so  they  did  in  an  age  more 
zealous  than  this.  The  excellent  Mr.  Firmin  was  not 
only  an  avowed  Socinian,  and  in  communion  with  the 
church  of  England,  but  in  habits  of  intimacy  with 
Tillotson,  and  some  of  the  most  distinguished  church- 
men of  his  time. 

At  present  there  are  A];jan  and  Socinian  writers 
within  the  pale  of  ^ your  church;  and  yet  I  dare  say  it 
never  occurred  to  any  archdeacon,  bishop,  or  arch- 
bishop, that  it  would  be  proper  to  excommunicate  any 
of  them  for  the  part  they  have  acted-  Such  a  thing  as 
this  might  not  have  passed  so  easily  in  the  time  of 
Theodosiqs ;  but  even  then  I  make  no  doubt  but  that 
persons  who  could  content  themselves  without  disturb- 
ing others,  would  not  have  been  molested. 

You  and  I  are  both  agreed  that  persons  who  do  not 
bond  fide  hold  the  acknowledged  tenets  of  any  church 
( I  mean  such  great  and  distinguished  ones  as  those  re« 
lating  to  the  obiect  of  worship)  ought  to  withdraw 
themselves  from  it,  and  not,  by  continuing  in  commu* 
^on  with  it,  to  countenance  its  errors.  But  how  many 
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«re  there  who  do  not  see  the  thing  in  the  same  ligbr, 
or  whose  habits  and  prejudices  ar^  such,  that  they  can- 
not  bring  themselves  to  act  as  we  think  every  prin- 
ciple of  honour  as  well  as  of  religion  dictates !  And  yet 
I  cannot  agree  with  you  if  you  should  say  that  all  such 
persons  are  hypocrites,  and  insincere,  doing  what  they 
themselves  know  and  feel  to  te  wrong.  They  have 
excuses  which  I  doubt  not  satisfy  their  own  minds^ 
though  they  do  not  satisfy  me.  Great  allowance,  no 
doubt,  is  also  to  be  niade  for  the  force  of  habit,  and 
even  for  a  natural  timidity.  There  are  many  Erasmuses 
for  one  Luther,  many  Dr.  Clarkes  for  one  Whiston,  a 
name  which^  notwithstanding  the  weakness  of  his  judge^ 
ment  in  some  things,  ought  never  to  be  mentioned 
without  respect,  on  account  of  his  almost  singular  and 
unparalleled  uprightness. 

As  tp  the  common  people^  the  idiotce  of  TertuUian, 
we  generally  see  that,  as  they  are  not  innovators  in 
doctrine,  they  go  to  public  worship  where  they  have 
been  used  to  ^o,  without  any  nice  discrimination  of 
what  is  transacted  there ;  and.  the  observation  will  ge- 
nerally apply  to  the  bulk  of  the  inferior  clergy. '  When 
Henry  VIIL  reformed  the  church  of  England,  how 
many  joined  him  in  it  who  would  never  have  declared 
themselves  dissenters  from  the  established  church  \ 
The  ckurch  is  now^trinitarian ;  but  supposing  that  an 
Arian  or  Socinian  parliament  (which  is  a  possible  case 
in  this  inquisitive  and  fickle  age)  should  change  the . 
established  religion  in  that  respect,  how  many  do  you 
think  of  the  clergy  (excepting  those  who  possess  the 
rank,  the  knowledge,^  and  the  zeal  of  Archdeacons, 
&c.  and  also  those  whom  you  would  place  in  the  dregs 
^fmethodism^  p.  62.)  would  become  dissenters.?  esp&i 
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cially  if,  as  was  often  the  case  ih  former  times,  they 
had  no  alternative  but  a  prison  with  a  good  conscience, 
or  their  present  emoluments  without  one.  I  rather 
think  they  would  contrive  to  keep  both,  and  soon  make 
themselves  perfectly  easy  in  their  new  situation. 

With  respect  to  the  common  people  in  general, 
settled  as  you  may  think  them  to  be  in  the  doctrines 
of  the  rhiirch  of  England,  perpetually  hearing  of  three 
persons  and  one  God,  and  daily  making  their  responses 
to  the  holy  blessed  and  glorious  trinity  \  yet  could 
^they,  without  any  prepai^ation  or  discussion,  hear  Mr. 
Lindsey^s  reformed  liturgy  read  to  them  by  their  usual 
ministers,  and  no  Archdeacon  should  sound  the  alarm, 
but  they  were  to  take  it  for  granted  that  all  was  done 
by  order  of  their  superiors^  and  therefore  rights  I  dare 
say  the  peace  of  few  parishes  would  be  much  disturbed 
by  k. 

These  considerations,  which  are  founded  on  such  a 
knowledge  of  human  nature  as  we  may  learn  from  all 
history,  and  our  own  daily  observation,  may  render  it 
credible  that  the  majority  of  the  common  people,  the 
idiotte  of  TertuUian,  though  not  the  *  ideots  of  Dr. 
Horsley,  might  be  unitarians,  and  yet  continue  in  com- 
munion with  the  church  after  its  forms  became  trini«* 
tarian,  especially  as  they  would  not  become  so  all  at 
once.  In  the  most  ancient  liturgies,  you  know,  there 
were  no  prayers  addressed  to  Christ ;  and  as  the  mem« 
bers  of  christian  societies  were  not  required  to  subscribe 
to  any  thing*,  there  was  nothing  that  they  were  ex- 
pected to  bear  a  part  in,  concerning  which  they  might 
not  be  able  to  satisfy  themselves.  I  am,  &c. 

*  In  the  tiroes  in  which  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  was  most  agi-- 
tatedjt  some  of  the  more  zealous  bishops  proposed  the  Nicene  creed 
and  other  tests  to  those  who  were  in  communion  with  them  j;  but 
even  then  this  practice  does  not  appear  to  have  been  general.    -     - 


240  LETTERS  TO  THE 


LETTER   X. 
Of  the  Quotation  from  Athanasius. 
Rev.  Sir, 

■ 

It  is  with  very  little  eSect^  indeed,  that  you  cavil  at 
my  quotation  from  Athanasius,  and  the  defence  I  made 
of  it.  To  every  impartial  reader  it  discovers  how  ex- 
tremely averse  the  Jews  were  to  the  docfrine  of  the  divi- 
nity of  Christ;  and,  to  borrow  a  word  from  you  and 
Mr.  Badcock,  to  what  management  the  apostles  were 
reduced  in  divulging  this  offensive  doctrine  to  them.  I 
have  nothing  to  offer  in  addition  to  what  1  said  on  that 
subject,  except  that  I  have  no  objection  to  your  render- 
ing ivT^oyog  ocnioc^  a  good  reason  j  instead  of  a  plausible 
pretence  \  for  I  doubt  not  that  it  appeared  a  very  good 
reason  to  Athanasius,  who  had  nothing  better  to  suggest. 

Athanasius^  however,  by  no  means  stands  single  in 
his  view  of  the  prejudices  of  the  Jews,  and  of  the  con- 
duct of  the  apostles  with  respect  to  them.     Epiphanius, 
as  quoted  above,  shows  bow  prevalent  the  doctrine  of 
the  simple  humanity  of  Christ  was  at  the  time  that  John 
wrote.    There  are  also  passages  in  several  of  the  fathers, 
and  especially  a  great  number  in  Chrysostom,  by  which  ^ 
'we  clearly  perceive  that  their  idea  of  the  conduct  of 
the  apostles  was  precisely  the  same  with  that  which  I 
have  ascribed  to  Athanasius ;  and  as  it  is  possible  that, 
by  a  different  kind  of  instinct,  my  rapid  glances  may 
have  discovered  more  passages  of  this  kind  than  have 
occurred  to  you,  in  the  actual  reading  and  study  of  all 
the  authors,  I  shall  here  produce  one  of  them  froni  the . 
preface  to  his  Commentaries  on  the  Book  of  Acts. 

After  treating  pretty  largely  of  the  conduct  Qf  the 
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latpostles  with  respect  to  their  insisting  on  the  doctrine  of 
the  resurrection  of  Christ,  rather  than  that  of  his  divU 
niti/j  immediately  after  the  descent  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
he  says,  *'  As  to  the  Jews,  who  had  daily  heard,  and 
been  taught  out  of  the  law,  Hear  0  Israel^  the  Lord 
thy  God  is  one  Lord,  and  besides  him  there  is  no  other i 
having  seen  him  (Jesus)  nailed  to  a  cross,  yea  having 
killed  and  buried  him  themselves,  and  not  having  seen 
him  risen  again,  if  they  had  heard  that  this  person  was 
God,  equal  to  the  Father,  would  not  they  have  rejected 
and  spumed  at  it.'*  1  want  words  in  English  to  express 
the  force  of  the  Greek,  in  this  place.  The  Latin  trans* 
lator  renders  it  nonne  maxime  omnes  ah  his  verbis  ab^ 
horruissenty  ac  resilissentj  et  oblatrassent.  '*  On  this 
account,?  he  adds^  "they  (the apostles)  brought  them 
forwards  gently,  and  by  slow  degrees,  and  u^ed  great 
art  in  condescending  to  their  weakness*/' 

In  how  diferent  a  light  do  Chrysostom  and  you  repre* 
sent  the  same  thing !  According  to  you,  the  Jews  were 
always  fully  persuaded  that  their  Messiah  was  to  be 
God,  equal  to  the  Father;  and  therefore,  after  the 
apostles  had  persuaded  them  that  Jesus  v/as  the  Mes- 
siah, they  had  nothing  to  apprehend  from  |heir  attadfa- 
ment  to  the  doctrine;  of  the  unity  of  God,  and  had  no 
occasion  for  any  art  or  management  with  respect  to  it. 
However,  their  view  of  things,  I  doubt  not,  assisted 

£iojp(^ou|Xfyoi  vKo  rev  yofiou,  Axouf  \(rp<v^X,  xvpios  6  ^so(  (rov  rcvpiof  £«f 
sorty,  xai  ifXrfy  avTov  oyx  e<rriv  aX\o$,  eiri  ^v\ov  a-ravpou  ihyrtg 
7tpo<nj\ev[j^eyoy' avroy ,  jxaAXov  ^g  koh  (rravpuja'ayrFs  year  ^a^avfe^, 
Kai  ov$e  ayaarayra  ^satrap^syot,  mtovoyrss  in  ^so$  ecrriy  avfos  oirof, 
xcM  rut  Ttar^i  laros,  outlolv  pi^aXitrra  itayrouv  airsirrj$ii(ray  rs  ycai  atsp' 
p(vyr)(ra,y 'f  Aiaroi  rovro  Tj^eiMi,  vcai  xara  p^ixpoy^  avrous  '!tpo(r^ita?ov(nj^ 
nou  TToAXy  ftgy  Ks^Qn^yrai  rr,  ntj^  ovyxarakaorecvs  oixovoMa,  Cbiy« 
lost,  in  Acta  Apost.  Horn/  i.  Op^ra^  vol.  viii.  p.  447* 
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'^^etSj  who  Hvedoiearer 
t  Archdeacon  of  St. 


>||f.^  great  number  6f  nnitariaas 


r  ^e^t^  chrisdans*    Nor  coold  they 
y^  ^Lawoo^  the  Gentiles,  conadering, 
R  ^^^.^^  ^^  ^^  could  only  learn  chris* 

t^  ^^^^k^i  ^^^  i^  would  have  answered  no 

^irr  ^^Ljsdes  to  have  qx^en  with  cantion  to  the 
^^gA  openness  to  the  Grentiles.  Besides,  ac-^ 
j^  ^  Cfarjrsostoni,  the  Gentiles  were  not  much 
c^^^jtep^red  to  receive  die  doctrine  of  the  divinity 
A^^^^^  than  the  Jews  themselves. 
^  ^e  same  passage^  part  of  which  I  have  quoted 
^^  after  observing  that,  if  the  apostles  had  not 
^Jacted  themselves  in  this  cautious  manner  with  re- 
^pgci  to  the  Jews,  their  whole  doctrine  would  have  ap«^ 
^red  incredible  to  them,  he  adds,  **  and  at  Athens 
j^ul  calls  him  (Jesus)  simply  a  marij  and  nothing  fur- 
ther, and  for  a  good  reason.    For  if,  when  they  had 
heard  Christ. himself  speaking  of  his  equality  to  the 
Father,  they  would  aa  that  account  have  often  stoned 
him,  and  called  him  a  blasphemer ;  they  would  hardly, 
therefore,  have  received  this  doctrine  from  fishermen, 
especially  after  speaking  of  him  as  crucified.  And  why 
do  I  speak  of  the  lews,  when  at  that  time,  even  the 
disciples  of  Christ  himself  were  often  disturbed,  and 
scandalized  at  him,  when  they  heard  sublime  doctrines; 
on  which  account  he  said,  I  have  many  things  to  say 
to  you,  but  ye  are  not  yet  able  to.  be^r  them«     And  if 
they  could  not  bear  these  things  who  had  lived  so  long 
with  him,  and  had  received  so  many  mysteries,  and 
seen  se  many  miracles,  how  could  men  from  their  al- 
tars, and  idols,  and  sacrifices,  and  cats,  and  crocodiles  j 
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for  such  was  the  worship  of  the  heathens  !  But  being 
first  brought  oflF  from  these  abominations,  they  would 
readily  recdve  thdr  discourse  concerning  more  sublime 
doctrines*/' 

But  we  find  no  trace  of  either  Jews  or  Grentiles 
having  received  these  sublime  doctrines  that  Chry- 
sostom  alludes  to  in  the  ag<e  of  the  apostles.  Nay  he 
himself  represents  the  apostle  Paul  as  obliged  to  use 
the  same  caution  with  respect  to  the  Jews,  when  he 
wrote  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebl'ews,  which  was  so  late 
as  A,  D.  62,  about  two  years  before  his  death.  And 
if  the  body  of  the  Jewish  christians  were  at  that  time 
unitarians,  can  it  be  thought  probable  that  they  became 
trinitarian^  soon  afterwards  ?  If  the  apostles  themselves 
had  not  succeeded  in  this  business,  which  required 
equal  address  and  authority,  who  else  can  be  supposed 
to  have  done  it  ? 

CbrysOstom  represents  the  apostle  as  beginning  his 
epistle  to  the  Hebrews  with  saying,  that  ^^  it  was  God 
who  spake  by  the  .prophets,  and  by  his  son,  and  not 
that  Christ  himself  had  spoken  by  them,  because  thar 
minds  were  weak,  and  they  were  not  able  to  bear  the 

*  Ev  h  ASijvat;,  •Hal  afdpantov  avrov  ditXMS  xaXi/  o  IlauXo^,  wiM 
irXeov  siitwv,  siKorug,  si  yap  avrov  rov  ^f^orov  ^laAeyof/tgyov  Kef$ 
Vijj  BIS  fov  tearspcL  ifrvty^r^s^  Xi^acat  'jf6\Xaxig  eirg^ffifTjcay,  xat 
PXair(prjpi/>y  $ia  rovto  exaXouv,  (r^oXri  yap  ay  itapa  nay  dXiswy  7'ourov 
rpy  Xoyov  B^e^ayro,  koi  ravta  rou  (rravpov  flrffO^cufTjo-avrg^,  Kat  rl 
fet  Xsyeiy  reus  lov$ai^v$ }  OTtovye  xat  avroi  rors  ifokXaxis  ol  iiaQyjtai 
'nltfyv^/r|\o'I'epwy  aMvovi'ts  ^vyif'OLrwy  eBopv^ovyro  ytai  stntay^aXi^oyro. 
Jia  tovro  xflu  eXsye,  IloXXa  b^w  keyeiy  vpi^iy  a\\'  oy  Svyao-is  fiao'Ta^ 
^Biv  apTi,  SI  $E  BTisiyoi  oux  B^vyayto  ol  avyysyopt^syoi  %/cOKOy  roo'ovtoy 
avtcy,  KOI  roarovroay  Mivwrf^ayrs$  aifopfn^ruiy,  xou  roc-avra  ^satra/w- 
foi  davfMcra,  itujs  av6poif7toi  aifo  jSw/xwy,  rtai  sidwXwv,  %oli  ^vtnwy, 
%ai  aiXoupwv,  xai  KpOTcohiXwv,  roiaura  yap  r^y  rujy  *E2^\rjvujy  ra  as- 
SacpuaTaf  xai  rwy  aWwy  rcvv  xaxwv  rors  itpcvroy  ai^ooifaa-ievrsSf 
aipooy  rot>s  i^l/r^?^  ov$  rwy  Soypi^arwy  sis^ayto  Myovs  >  In  Acta 
Horn.  1.  Opera,  vol.  viii.  p.  447. 

r2 
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doctrine  concerning  Christ*.''  He  even  says  thstf 
^*  when  he  there  speaks  of  Christ  as  above  the  angels, 
he  still  spoke  of  his  humanity/'  See/'  says  he,  '*  his 
gfreat  caution j  opa  djv  (tvvso-iv  tyiv  woAAjjk,  ib.  p.  1755^ 
the  very  expression  used  by  Athanasiiis.on  a  similar  oc- 
casion, and  which  you  think  I  have  notrendered  right- 
ly, and  have  mistaken  the  sense  of  the  passage,  though 
Beausobre,  the  popish  translator,  and  I  shall  now  add 
Dr.  Lardner,  all  understood  it  as  I  do. 

It  was  the  general  opinion  of  the  Fathers,  as  may  be 
learned  from  Epiphanius  and  Jerom,  quoted  above, 
that  it  was  John  who  first  preached  the  doctrine  of  the 
divinity  of  Christ  explicitly ;  and  that  when  Matthew, 
Mark,  and  Luke,  wrote  their  gospels^  the  christians  in 
general,  but  more  especially  the  Jews  among  them, 
^ere  not  prepared  to  receive  a  doctrine  of  such  sub- 
limity. 

Chrysostom  represents  all  the  preceding  writers  of 
the  New  Testament  as  "  children,  who  heard,  but 
did  not  understand  things,  and  who  were  busy  about 
cheese-cakes  knd  childish  sportsf;  but  John,  he  says 

*  Ka^  bex  Ti  trvyeToos  a\yfo  Bipr^xsv.  ou  yap  eiitev  o  ^eof  iXo^T,(re, 
itaitoiys  avTOs  rjv  6  XdXyjcras,  a  AX*  ffireiftj  £(r&sysig  avrojy  r^^'ay  di 
^^x^h  x^i  ovhitw  aMveiv  ijSvyavro  ta  ifspt'rov  Xpkrrov,  fijc^y  ^ 
^Bos  $1  Avrov  BXaXrjvev.  In  Heb.  cap.  i.  Opera,  vol.  x.  p.  1756. 
t.  e,  "  See  how  prudently  he  spoke :  for  he  said  Grod  spake>  thoogb 
itvras  himself  that  spake  j  but  because  their  minds  were  weak, 
and  they  were  not  able  to  bear  the  things  concerning  Christ,  be 
says  God  spake  by  him*'  N.  B.  The  (ot;)  in  the  second  claose  of 
this  passage  must  be  inserted  by  mistake  for  {nou),  or  some  other 
particle,  as  it  contradicts  what  is  said  in  the  close  of  the  sentence, 
and  the  obTious  sense  of  the  whole. — [The  best  editions  readX^iff" 
Tosfor  0fo;.     See  Horsley*s  Reply,  p.  34. — En;] 

f  'Oi  ye  aXXoi  iiravrss,  Ka^cnrsp  ra  leonha  ret  [ji^iKpa.  arcovov^ 
l/fBv,  ovK  icao'i  h  direp  OKOvova-iv,  aWa,  TTspi  nrXoMOvvras  Bitfon^rfax, 
XXI  aAvfffji^fa  itaiiiKa,    In  Joban.  Prolog.  Opera,  vol.  viii.  p.  2. 
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taught  \i^hdt  the  angels  themselves  did  not  know  before 
he  declared  it  *  j"  and  he  represents  ihem  as  his  most 
attentive  auditors.  Opera,  vol.  viii.  p.  2.  "  Leaving 
the  Father,"  he  says,  p.  11,  "he  [John]  discoursed 
concerning  the  Son  ;  because  the  Father  was  known  to 
all,  if  not  as  a  Father,  yet  as  God,  but  the  only-be- 
begotten  was  unknown f." 

Observing  that  in  the  beginning  was  the  logos^  he 
says,  "  This  was  not  preached  immediately,  for  the 

_  Avorld  could  not  bear  it.  The  evangelists  Matthew, 
Mark,  Luke,  and  John,"  (this  last  is  inserted  by  some 
mistake,)  "  when  they  began  the  preaching,  spake  at  a 
distance,  and  not  immediately  what  became  his  dignity, 
but  what  was  convenient  for  their  hearers  J/* 

Of  the  three  first  evangelistsi  he  says,  that  *'  they 
all  treated  of  the  fleshly  dispensation,  aiad  silently,  by 
his  miracles,  indicated  his  dignity.  The  dignity  of  the 
logos  of  God  was  hid,  the  arrows  against  the  heretics 
were  concealed,  and  the  fortification  to  defend  the  right 
faith  was  not  raised  by  the  pious  preaching.  John, 
therefore,  the  son  of  thunder,  being  the  last,  advanced 
to  the  doctrine  of  the  logos,"  or  the  divinity  of 

-  Christ §. 

Prolog,  in  Joban.  Opera^  vol.  viii.  p.  2. 
•  f  Ti^hitor'Oiiv  rov  Tratsfa  a(psi$^  itspirw  mov  haXsystai;  iti 

$s  fAOvoyevij^  rjyyosiro.     In  Joban.  Opera,  vol.  viii.  p.  11. 

J  Bv  a^;^  6  Xoyo^.  Dux  svdvg  rowro  Hxijpu;^9ij.  ov  ya^  s^ujpo-  i 
xoarpi^os*  MaxpoLv  i}ft.(y  ol  evayyBXiarcu  Mardaios,  MctpKH»  Aouitaf, 
xou  lwavyyj$,  ore  Tjp^avrQ  rov  Krjpvypt,aro$  ovx  evSug  eKaXy}(ray  itt 
ifpeifovra  rji  af/a,  aXXa  ra  appt^Q^oyfa  foiS  Mcpowpi^syois.  De  Si- 
gillis.  Opera^  vol.  vi.  p.  171* 

§  Ilayi'ss  Qvy  n^wpn/^coLv  £i;r)jy  fK^s  a'ax^og  otKO¥OiAia¥,  xcu  ^psf/^ 
ntwgi  ha,  twv  ^CLV^rm^  eyywpi^Qy  Tf^  a^iay,  E>cpu7tfsro  St  sn  rm 
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Auslui  writes  to  the  same  puqx)6e :  ^^  And  if  there 
be  any  other  things  which^  to  those  who  rightly  un«^ 
derstand  them,  intimate  the  divinity  of  Christ,  in  which 
he  18  equal  to  the  Father,  John  almost  alone  has  given 
them  in  his  gospel  */* 

TTieodoret  observes,  that,  in  the  genealogy  of  Christ 
given  by  Matthew,  this  writer  did  not  add  according 
to  thejleshj  "  because  the  men  of  that  time  would  not 
bear  it ;"  evidently  meaning,  that  they  would  thereby 
have  been  led  into  a  suspicion  that,  in  the  idea  of  the 
writer,  he  had  some  higher  origin,  and  would  have 
been  offended  at  it;  but  the  apostle  Paul,  he  says, 
could  not  avoid  that  expression  in  his  Epistle  to  the 
Romans.  He  adds,  that,  ^^  before  his  death,  not  only 
to  the  other  Jews,  but  to  the  apostles  themselves,  he 
did  not  appear  as  a  God,  nor  did  his  miracles  lead  them 
to  focm  that  opinion  of  himf/'  This  writer  also  says 
that  the  apostle  Paul,  in  mentioning  nhe  subjection  of 
Christ  to  the  Father,  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians, 

^ou  Xoyou  to  a^tojfLa.  Exf  uirrero  $e  ra  Kara  rcuv  alpsrixcav  /ScAij, 
)^f  TO  tTjs  opiiis  $Q^T/js  eiCitevx^KTiLO,  ovhitora  rw  Kt^pvyiLan  ttj^  suo-g- 
^itts  fiyijygprp.  Iwayvr^s  'fQiyvv,  6  Uiog  rvjg  fipovrT)s,  rsXBvraiof, 
HfpiypsSBv  siti  rrjv  ^eoAoywcv.  De  Sigillis.  Opera,  vol.  vu  p.  173. 
N.  B.  Tbe  sense  of  the  passage  absolutely  requires  exptncrsto  and 
liot  sxyjpvrrero  in  both  the  clauses^  and  in  tbe  latter  it  is  so  ren- 
dered by  the  Latin  tpinslator,  though  not  in  the  former.  The  ob^ 
•ervation,  that  the  first  verses  in  the  gospel  of  John  are  a  refatation 
of  all  heresies  is  common  with  the  Fathers.  No  person,  except 
one  who  is  pretty  well  conversant  with  them>  can  imagine  bow 
pften  those  verses  occur  in  their  writings. 

*  £t  si  qua  alia  sunt,  quae  Christi  divinitatera,  in  qua  aequalis  est 
p9tri,  recte  intfrlligentibos  intiment,  pene-  solus  Joannes  in  evan- 
gelio  suo  posui^    Austin  dp  Consensu  £vangelistarum)  Opera^ 

roh  iv.  p.  374. 

"f  Upo  (uv  rov  aravpov  xai  t'Oo  iraiovs,  0  htntotnis  Xpio^og  dv 
fXrOvov  rois  fxA^oi^  lou^aioif,  aXXa  kou  avroig  aieooYoXotf  otnc  e^oxff 
§tyai  ^o(— xoi  ovh  ra  davfiara  avrwg  itpog  rtxoty  ftf^ JWf  1  ffif 
^^^h    Vi^  ^in*  Ut>.  iVf    Ppeia^  vol*  iii.  p«  M* 
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**  spake  of  him  more  lowly  than  was  necessary  on  ac- 
coant  of  their  weakness/*  1  Cor.  xv.  Opera,  vol.  iii. 
p.  201. 

•And  yet  you,  Sir,  who  have  no  doubt  read,  con- 
sidered,  and  re-considered,  all  these  passages,  and 
many  more  than  I  can  produce  to  the  same  purpose, 
can  say,  p.  93,  *^  The  desire  of  instructing  the  Jews, 
not  the  fear  of  oflFending  them,  was  the  motive  with  the 
apostles  for  propounding  first  what  was  the  easiest  to 
be  understood,  and  the  most  likely  to  be  admitted ;" 
and  even  add,  you  cannot  read  without  astonishment, 
that  1  should  suppose  that  Athanasius  meant  to  inti-' 
mate  that  they  were  afraid  of  giving  offence  to  the 
jews. 

When  we  consider  how  late  the  three  first  gospeld 
■were  written,  the  last  of  them  not  long  before  that  of 
lohn,  which  was  near,  if  not  after  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem,  and  that,  in  the  opinion  of  these  writers 
above  mentioned,  all  this  caution  and  reserve  had  been 
necessary  on  the  part  of  the  christian  teachers,  how 
is  it  posdble  that,  in  their  idea,  the  christian  church  in 
general  should  have  been  well  established  in  the  belief 
of  our  Lord's  divinity  ?   It  could  only  have  been  great 
and  open  zeal  on  the  part  of  the  apostles,  and  not  the 
caution  and  management  which  these  writers  ascribe 
to  them,  that  could  have  effectually  taught  a  doctrine 
which,  according  to  them,  they  were  ill  prepared  to 
receive.     And  the  history  of  both  Peter  and  Paul  suf- 
fidently  prove,  that  the  influence  of  mere  apostolical 
authority  was  not  so  great  at  that  time  as  many  persons 
now  take  it  to  have  been.  Whatever  powers  they  had^ 
they  were  not  considered  as  lords  over  the  faith  of 
christiansn 
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The  christians  of  that  age  required  something  more 
than  the  private  opinion  of  an  apostle;^  They  required 
some  supernatural  evidence  that  his  doctrine  was  from 
God  J  and  we  have  no  account  of  the  apostles  pro- 
posing to  them-  this  article  of  faith,  and  alleging  any 
wich  evidence  for,  it.  Chrysostom  says,  that  **  if  the 
Jews  were  so  much  offended  at  having  a  new  law  su- 
peradded to  their  former,  how  much  more  would  they 
have  been  offended  if  Christ  had  taught  his  own  divi- 
nity."- May  it  not  be  supposed,  therefore,  that  they 
would  have  required  as  particular  evidence  of  a  divine 
revelation  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other  ?  And  what 
remarkably  strong  evidence  was  necessary  to,  convince 
them  that  the  obligation  of  their  law  did  not  extend  to 
the  Gentiles?  Would  they,  therefore,  have  received 
what  Chrysostom,  considered  as  the  more  offensive 
doctrine  of  the  two,  without  any  pretence  to  a  parti- 
cular revelation  on  the  subject  ? 

It  may  be  said  that  all  the  caution  of  which  we  have 
been  speaking  was  nece^ary  with  respect  to  the  unbe^ 
lieving  Jews  onbj^  into  whose  hands  these  gospels  and 
the  other  writings  of  the  New  Testament  might  fall. 
But  how  impossible  must  it  have  been  to  conceal  from 
the  unbelieving  Jews  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of 
Christ,  if  it  had  been  a  favourite  article  with  the  Ae- 
lieving  Jews  f  If  this  ha3  been  the  case,  it  could  not 
but  have  been  known  to  all  the  world ;  and  therefore 
•all  the  offence  that  it  could  have  given  would  have 
been  unavoidable.  So  that  this  supposed  caution  of 
the  evangelists,  &c.  would  have  come  too  late,  and 
^ould  have  answered  no  purpose  whatever. 

This  caution,  therefore,  must  necessarily  have  re- 
§pec^ed  those  persons  into  whose  hands  the  gospels,  2ec* 
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were  most  likely  to  come,  and  who  would  give  the 
most  attention  to  them ;  and  these  were  certainly  the 
believing  Jews,  and  the  christian  world  at  large,  and 
not  unbelievers  of  any  nation*.  And  we  are  authorized 
to  conclude  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  writers  who  have 
spoken  of  it,  of  whatever  weight  that  opinion  may  be^ 
this  xraution  in  divulging  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of 
Christ  was  necessary  with  respect  to  the  great  body  of 
christians  themselves,  and  especially  the  Jewish  chris»> 
tians.  Consequently,  they  must  have  supposed  that  at 
the  time  of  these  publications,  which  was- about  A«D« 
64j  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  was  not  ge- 
nerally held  by  christians,  and  that  there  would  have 
been  danger  of  giving  them  great  offence  if  it  had  been 
plainly  proposed  to  them  by  the  apostles  themselves. 
At  this  time  therefore  it  may  be  inferred)  that,  in  the 
opinion  of  these  writers,  the  christian  church  was  prin- 
cipally um'tarian,  believing  only  the  simple  humanity  of 
Christ,  and  knowing  nothing  of  his  divinity  or  pre-es^p 
istaice. 

From  the  acknowledgment  which  these  orthodox 
fathers  could  not  help  virtually  making,  (for  certainly 
they  would  not  do  it  unnecessarily  any  more  than  your- 
self, )  that  there^were  great  numbers  of  proper  unita* 
rians  in  the  age  of  the  apostles,  it  seems  not  unreason- 
able to  conclude  that  there  were  great  numbers  of  them 
in  the  age  immediately  following,  and  in  their  own ; 
and  their  knowledge  of  this  might  be  an  additional 
reason  for  the  opinion  that  they  appear  to  have  formed 
of  that  prevalence  in  the  apostolic  age.  Would  those 
fathers  have  granted  to  their  enemies  spontaneously, 
m^  contrary  to  truth)  that  the  Jews  were  strongly  pre^ 
possessed  against  the  doctrine  of  the  d^vinjlty  of  Christy 


250  LETTERS  TO  THE 

• 

and  that  the  umtarians  were  &  formidable  body  pf  chris^ 
tians  while  the  apostles  were  Uviag,  if  it  had  been  in 
tbdr  power  to  have  denied  the  facts?  The  cense* 
quence  of  making  these  acknowledgements  is  but  too 
obvious,  and  must  have  appeared  so  to  them,  as  well 
as  it  now  does  to  you,  which  makes  you  so  unwilling 
€0  make  it  after  them. 

You  say  that  the  unitarian  Jews  mentioned  by  Atha* 
nasiqs  were  not  christians,  and  that  the  Gentiles  to 
whom  they  taught  the  doctrine  of  the  humanity  of  the 
Messiah  were  mere  heathen  Greeks.  "  Have  you  for- 
gotten. Sir,*'  you  say,  p.  97,  *'  have  you  never  known, 
or  would  you  deny,  what  is  not  denied  by  candid  infi- 
dels, that  the  expectation  of  a  great  deliverer  or  bene- 
factor of  mankind  was  universal  even  in  the  Gentile 
world  about  the  time  of  our  Lord's  appearance."  This, 
however,  I  do  very  much  question,  and  i  should  be 
glad  to  know  the  names  of  the  candid  infidels  who  have 
acknowledged  it. 

An  expectation  of  a  Messiah  certainly  existed  among 
the  Jews,  and  of  course  among  their  proselytes ;  but  if 
any  such  idea  had  been  universal  among  the  Gentiles, 
so  as  to  interest  them  in  discussions  about  the  nature  of 
this  great  deliverer,  as  whether  he  was  to  be  God  or 
man,  &c«  we  should  certainly  have  perceived  some 
traces  of  it  in  their  writings,  it  might  have  been  ex- 
pected that,  on  account  both  of  the  interesting  nature 
iand  of  the  obscurity  of  the  subject,  there  would  have 
been  diflPerent  opinions  about  it,  that  it  would  have 
been  a  common  topic  in  their  philosophical  schools  { 
and  that  their  historians  would  have  given  some  ac- 
count of  the  origin  and  foundation  of  this  tuuvepal^ 
opimoHf 
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Tou  will  produce,  I  suppose^  Vii^irs  sixth  eclogue. 
But^Sir,  can  you  believe  that  even  Virgil  himself  really 
expected  any  such  person  as  he  describes  ?  The  use 
that  the  poets  might  make  of  a  vague  report  of  a  pro- 
phecy brought  probably  from  the  east,  and  ultimately 
from  the  Jewish  scriptures,  (but  seriously  believed  by 
MO  person  that  we  know  ofj  merely  to  embellish  a 
poem,  is  one  thing ;  but  the  actual  and  universal  ex- 
pectation of  such  a  per$on  is  another*^ 

I  am,  &€• 


LETTER    XI. 

()f  ilie  Time  when  Christ  began  to  be  jQomidered  as 
Godj  and  the  Opinion  of  the  ancient  and  modem 
'  Jews  with  respect  to  the  Messiah. 

Rev,  Sir, 

1  TOOK  thei  liberty  to  request  that  you  would  endea- 
vour to  fix  the  time  when  the  apostles  and  primitive 
christians  began  to  consider  Christ  as  God,  or  even  the 
maker  of  the  world  under  God ;  taking  it  for  granted 
that  at  the  first  ihey  supposed  him  to  be  a  mere  man« 
This  I  thought  no  person  living  would  have  denied. 
That  the  Jews  expected  only  a  man  forlheir  Messiah 
is  clearly  supposed  by  Justin  Martyr  and  all  the  chris- 
tian fathers.  The  Jews  of  their  time  were  perpetually 
objecting  to  the  christian  doctrine  on  account  of  their 
making  Christ  to  be  a  God,  and  I  have  no  doubt  but 
that  the  expectation  of  the  Jews  at  this  day  is  the  same 
with  thitt  of  their  ancestors  two  thousand  years  ago. 
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You,  Sir,  have  however  ventured  to  deny  all  thia 
Speaking  of  the  apostles,  you  say^  p.  107,  that  ^  from 
their  first  acknowledgement  of  our  Lord  as  the  Mes- 
siah, they  equally  acknowledged  his  divinity.  The 
Jews,**  you  say,  p.  J  09,  ^  in  Christ's  days  had  notions 
of  a  trinity  in  the  divine  nature.  They  expected  die 
second  person,  whom  they  called  the  Logos,  to  come 
as  the  Messiah*.  For  the  proof  of  these  assertions  I 
refer  you  to  the  work  of  the  learned  Dr.  Peter  AUiXy 
endtled.  The  Judgment  of  the  ancient  Jewish  Church 
against  the  Unitarians ;  a  work  which  it  is  to  be  hoped. 
Sir,  you  will  carefully. /ao)&  through  before  you  send 
abroad  your  intended  View  of  the  Doctrine  of  the  first 
Ages  concerning  Christ." 

When  my  stock  of  amusement  from  the  writings  of 
Bishop  Bull  is  exhausted,  which  is  by  no  means  the 
case  at  present,  I  may  perhaps  throw  away  a  few  shil- 
lings on  this  Dr.  Allixf.  In  the  mean  time,  without 
entering  into  a  large  discussion  on  the  subject,  I  shall 
only  ask  you  a  question  or  two  relating  to  it,  and  you 
may  answer  me  out  of  Dr.  AUix  if  you  please.  In- 
form me  then,  if  you  can,  how  our.  Saviour  could  pos- 
(sibly,  on  your  idea,  have  puzzled  the  Jewifsh  doctors  as 

*  Co  this  snbject  the  opintoD  of  tbue  Fathers  is  ananimoas,  and 
against  Dr.  Horsley.  They  say  indeed  that  the  doctrine  of  the 
trinity  may  be  proved  from  the  Old  Testament,  but  tEat  it  was  de- 
livered .so  obsctnrely  on  account  of  the  pron^ness  of  the  Jews  to 
idolatry  that  they  did  not  understand  it.  Theodoret  says,  Eitsiir^ 
yap  Etpamg  ey^a^ev,  oi  [uovw  rifji^av  siwtatn  rttv  vatspay  avaynautfg 
ro  St  avrov  vpo^B^e^TLB,  i.  e,  "  The  Jews  had  been  accustomed  to 
worship  the  Father  only,  and  for  that  reason  the  writer  of  the 
epistle  to  the  Hebrews  was  obliged  to  say.  By  turn  let  us  qfper  sa^ 
ar\pces  to  God  continually ^    In  Heb.  Opera,  vol.  iil.  p.  46l. 

f  Some  account  of  Dr.  Allix*8  opinion,  and  also  of  the  confuta- 
tion of  it  by  Prideaux  and  Capellus^  may  be  seen  in  Mr.  Liudsey*a 
Ap^logy^  p.  68>  note. 
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be  did,  reducing  them  to^  absolute  silence  by  asking 

them  how  David  could  call  the  Messiah  his  Lord,  when 

he  was  his  son  or  descendant.     For  if  they  had  them* 

selves  been  fully  persuaded,  as  you  suppose,  that  the 

Messiah^  though  carnally  descended  from  David,  was 

in  fact  the  maker  and  the  God  of  David,  and  of  them 

all,  a  very  satisfactory  answer  was  pretty  obvious.    Or 

without  asking  any  other  question  of  my  own,  what 

say  you  to  Facundus,  quoted  above,  who  says  that 

**  Martha  and  Mary  would  never  have  said  to  Christ 

if  thou  hadst  been  here,  had  they  thought  him >  to  be 

God  omnipresent."     He  adds,  "  'neither  would  Philip 

hiave  said  to  him  Show  us  the  Father,  if  he  had  enter* 

tained  any  such  idea  of  him.'* 

Facundus  also  says  that  the  Jews  always  had  ex- 
pected, sind  in  his  time  did  expect,  a  mere  man  for 
their  Messiah.  "  They  did  not  know,*'  he  says,  '*.thar 
Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  was  God,  but  they  thought 
that  Christ  would  be  a  mere  man,  which  any  one  may 
perceive  that  the  Jews  at  this  time  also  think*." 

I  am  willing,  however,  to  consider  a  few  of  the 
things  which  you  have  advanced  in  order  to  give  some 
degree  of  plausibility  to  this  strange  hypothesis.  ^^  So 
far,". you  say,  p.  107,  "  as  they  (the  apostles)  believed 
in  Jesus  as  the  Messiah,  in  the  same  degree  they  un- 
derstood and  acknowledged  his  divinity.  The  proof 
which  I  have  to  produce  of  this  from  holy  writ  con^ 
^sts  of  too  many  particulars  to  be  distinctly  enume- 
rated in  the  course  of  our  present  correspondence.  I 
shall  mention  two,  which  to  any  but  a  decided  unita- 

*  Sed  noQ  propterea  Christum  dei  filiaroj  deum  sciebant ;  ho- 
itiinem  autem  purum  arbitrati  sunt  Christum.— Quod  etiam 
loancputantes  Juda^os  quilibet  videbit^    Lib.  ix*  cap.  iii*  p.  139. 
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ifan  will  be  tery  striking.  Nathamers  first  profes^n, 
and  Peter's  consternation  at  the  miraculous  draught  of 
fishes*  It  was  in  Nathaniel's  very  first  mterview  with 
dur  Lord  that  he  exclaimed  Rabbi,  thou  aft  the  Son  of 
God  !  thou  art  the  King  of  Israel  J  and  this  declara* 
tion  was  drawn  from  Nathaniel  by  some  particulars,  in 
our  Lord's  discourse,  which  he  seems  to  have  inter- 
preted  as  indications  of  omniscience.  When  Simon  Pe« 
ter  saw  the  number  of  fishes  taken  at  a  single  draught, 
when  the  net  was  cast  at  our  Lord's  command,  after  a 
night  of  fruitless  toil,  he  fell  down  at  the  knees  of  Je- 
sus, saying,  Depart  from  me,  for  I  am  a  sinful  man,  O 
Lord.  Peter's  consternation  was  evidently  of  the  same 
sort  of  which  we  read  in  the  worthies  of  earlier  ages, 
upcMi  any  extraordinai7  appearance  of  the  light  of  the 
Shecbinah,  which  was  founded  on  a  notion  thai  a  sin* 
ful  mortal  might  not  see  God  and  live." 

With  respect  to  Nathaniel's  calling  Jesus  the  Son  of 
6bdj  this  phrase  was,  in  the  mouth  of  a  Jew,  syno- 
nymous to  the  Messiah^  or  Son  of  Davidj  and  it  is 
fully  explained  by  the  subsequent  expression  of  Na- 
thaniel himself,  viz.  King  of  Israel ;  and  therefore^  the 
Jewish  doctors,  expecting  nothing  more  in  their  Mes- 
aah  than  a  glorious  King  of  Israel^  such  as  David  had 
been,  could  not  give  any  satisfactory  reason  why  David 
should  call  him  Lord,  having  no  notion  of  his  ^i* 
ritual  kingdom,  extending  to  all  mankind.  If  the  mere 
appellation  Son  of  God,  implies  equality  with  God, 
Adam  must  have  been  a  God,  for  he  is  called  the  Son 
of  God,  Luke  iii.  38.  Solomon  also  must^ave  been 
God ;  and  so  must  all  christians,  for  they  are  called 
Spns  of  God,  1  John  iii.  2«  John  i.  12.  Rom^  yiii.  14* 
PhiLii.  15, 
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*  As  you  are  so  intimately  acquainted  with  the  Fathers, 
you  must  have  known  the  construction'  that  Chrysostoia 
puts  upon  the  language  of  Nathaniel ;  and  as  he  was 
unquestionably  orthodox,  I  should  have  thought  that 
it  might  have  had  some  weight  with  you.  He  says,  that 
^^  in  this  speech  Nathaniel  confessed  Christ  as  a  man^ 
as  appears  by  his  adding.  Thou  art  the  King  of  Israel.'* 
In  John,  Opera,  vol.  viii.  p.  106* 

As  to  what  you  call  omniscience^  you  will  hardly  say 
it  was  a  greater  degree  of  knowledge  than  it  is  in  the 
power  of  God  to  impart  to  a  man.  After  our  Saviour 
had  performed  what  you,  I  suppose,  will  call  an  act  of 
omnipotence,  all  the  conclusion  that  the  spectators  drew 
from  It  was,  diat  God  had  given  such  power  unto  men. 
Matt.  ix.  8.  They  did  not  infer  from  it  that  he  him- 
self was  God,  or  pretended  to  be  God ;  and  yet  they 
probably  thought  that  he  was^the  Messiah.         * 

As  to  the  consternation  of  Peter,  I  should  imagine 
ihat  by  the  same  mode  of  interpretation  you  might  con* 
elude  that  the  widow  of  Zarephath  took  Elijah  to  be 
a  God;  for  on  the  death  of  her  son,  she  said,  1  Kings 
xvii.  1 8,  What  have  I  to  do  with  thee^  0  thou  man  of 
God?  art  thou  come  to  me  to  call  my  sins  to  remem^ 
branccy  and  to  slay  my  son  ?  Pray,  Sir,  why  might 
not  the  exclamation  of  Peter  be  considered  as  being  of 
the  same  nature  with  that  of  this  woman  ?  The  lan« 
guage  is  very  similar,  and  I  will  not  answer  for  it,  but 
that  you,  not  being  a  decided  unitarian,  may  really  be 
of  opinion^  that  she  took  the  prophet  to  be  God  incar* 
nate. 

Your  proof  of  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  from  a 
verse  in  the  first  sermon  of  Peter  on  the  day  of  Pen- 
tecost^ is  particularly  curious.    It  is  as  follows :  Acts 
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ti.  33.  Jesus  being  by  the  rigJu-hand  of  God^  exalied^ 
and  having  received  of  the  Father  the  promise  of  thi 
holy  ghosty  has  shed  forth  thiSj  Sec.  ^^  I  shall  main- 
tain/' you  say,  p.  101,  ^'  that  the  three  persons  are 
distinctly  mentioned,  in  a  manner  which  implies  the  di- 
vinity of  each."  Well  may  you  say,  p.  102,  that  you 
shall  '^  argue  thus  for  the  edification  of  your  own  flock, 
but  with  little  hope  of  my  conviction,  from  Peter's  first 
sermon." 

Indeed^  Sir,  I  see  nothing  in  this  passage  but  as  per- 
fect a  dependence  of  Christ  upon  God  as  any  man  caa 
have.  Why  should  Christ  receive  the  Holy  Spirit  from 
the  Father,  according  to  a  preceding  promise,  if  he  had 
been  as  much  in  the  power  of.  the  Son  as  of  the  Fa- 
ther? And  why  must  the  Holy  Spirit  be  so  much  at  the 
absolute  disposal  of  either  of  them,  if  he  was  God  in 
his  own  right,  and  of  course  independent,  as  much  as 
the  Father  himself? 

The  Father,"you  say,  ^'  is  distinguished  from  the  Son 
by  not  being  called  God  in  this  place.  Paternity  is  the 
property  that  distinguishes  the  person.  But  from  whom 
is  this  first  principle  distinguished  ?  From  his  creatures? 
From  them  he  were  more  significantly  distinguished 
by  the  name  of  God.'*  But,  Sir,  to  adopt  your  own 
language,  have  you  forgot,  or  did  you  never  leara,  that 
we,  who  are  mere  mortal  men,  are  taught  to  address 
God  by  the  appellation  of  Father,  as  well  as  that 
Ghrist  himself  prayed  to  God  by  the  same  title?  Whit 
weight  then  is  there  in  the  argument  that  you  draw 
from  this  circumstance  ?  Indeed,  Sir,  you  must  be 
happy  in  a  very  tractable  flocks  if  such  provision  as 
this  will  satisfy  them.  You  Would  make  a  sad  ex- 
change  of  your  flock  for  mine.     If  such  arguments  do 
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Hot  of  themselves  expose  a  cause,  I  do  not  know 
what  can  do  it.  It  is  well  for  your  cause  that  it  has 
other  supports  besides  arguments. 

Considering  the  case  of  Stephen,  which  is  your  ca- 
pital argument  for  the  worship  of  Jesus  Christ,  you 
say,  p.  1 02,  ♦*  What  could  be  the  blasphemy  against 
God"  (with  which  he  was  charged )  ''  what  was  there 
in  the  doctrine  of  the  apostles  which  could  be  interpre- 
ted as  blasphemy  against  God,  except  it  was  this,  that 
they  ascribed  divinity  to  one  who  had  suflFered  publicly 
as  a  malefactor?"   You  therefore  say,  "  I  shall  always 
insist  that  the  blessed  Stephen  died  a  martyr  to  the  deity 
of  Christ."     As  you  have  formed  this  resolution,  it 
would  be  presumption  in  me  to  imagine  that  I  could 
change,  it,  and  perhaps  all  your  opinions  are  as  fixed 
as  the  laws  of  the  Medes  and  Persians.     Otherwise  I 
might  suggest  that  to  a  Jew,  blasphemy  against  Moses, 
by  whom  God  spake,  would  naturally  be  considered 
as  blasphemy  against  the  God  by  whom  he  spake ;  on 
the  same* principle  as  our  Saviour  says.  Matt.  x.  40, 
He  that  receivetk  you^  .receiveth  me;  and  he  that  re» 
ceiveth  me, .  receiveth  him  that  sent  me. 

Besides,  we  are  expressly  told  what  was  the  £/a«« 
phemy  with  which  Stephen  was  charged.  Acts  vi.  11, 
viz.  against  Moses  and  against  God,  against  this  holy 
place  and  the  law  ;  and  this  is  fully  explained  as  fol- 
lows, ver.  14,  For  we  have  heard  him  say,  that  this 
Jesus  oj^  Nazareth  shall  destroy  this  place,  and  change 
the  customs  which  Moses  delivered  us.  This  was  the 
whole  of  the  accusation,  very  clearly  stated,  and  where 
do  you  find  any  thing  said  concerning  the  deity  of 
Christ  ? 
I  shall  consider  anc^her  of  your  curious  arguments. 

s 
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You  say,  p.  101,  **  I  shall  particulariy  deare  them" 
(t.  e.  your  gentle  flock  above  mentioned)  *'  to  remark, 
that  it  is  said  of  our  Lord  Jesus,  that  it  was  not  pos- 
sible that  he  should  be  holden  of  death.     The  ex- 
pressions  clearly  imply  a  physical  impossibility**    But 
as  we  read  that  it  is  impossible  Jbr  God  to  lie,  it  may 
be  said  that  as  God  had  foretold  the  resurrection  of 
Christ,  it  was  impossible  but  that  it  must  take  place. 
As  to  a  proper  natural  impossibility  y  the  fact  is  clearly 
against  you;  for  if  it  had  been  naturally  impossible  for 
him  to  be  holden  of  death,  it  must  certainly  have  been 
naturally  impossible  for  him  to  have  died  at  all;  and 
if  death  could  hold  him  three  days,  it  might  for  any 
thing  which  appears  in  nature,  have  held  him  for  ever, 
if  the  divine  power,  a  power  foreign  to  himself,  had 
not  interposed.     Accordingly  we  read,  not  that  he 
raised  himself,  but  that  God  raised  him  from  the  dead. 
Use,,  no  doubt,  will  reconcile  the  minds  of  men  to 
strange  conceptions ,  of  things,  and  strange  language ; 
or  I  should  wonder  that  you  should  not  be  shocked  at 
the  idea  of  God^s  dying.     For  when  you  speak  of  the 
natural  impossibility  of  Christ's  being  holden  of  death, 
you  must  certainly  have  an  idea  of  something  more 
than  the  death  of  his  body. 

You,  Sir,  suppose  that  our  Lord's  disciples  might 
have  conversed  with  him  as  familiarly  as  they  did,  and 
have  taken  the  liberties  with  him  which  they  Sometimes. 
did  (as  when  Peter  rebuked  him  for  complaining  or 
being  touched  in  a  crowd,  &c.  &c.)  and  yet  have  con- 
sidered him  as  their  God  and  maker.  You  say,  p.  l^-S, 

• 

"  the  most  that  could  be  inferred,  were  the  assumption 
true,  would  be  something  strange  in  their  conduct,  and 
even  this  might  be  a  hasty  inference.     The  singularity 
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of  their  conduct  might  disappear  if  the  accounts  they 
had  left  of  our  Lord's  life  on  earth,  and  of  their  at- 
tendance upon  him^  we^e  more  circumstantial.     But 
the  truth  is,  that  the  foundations  of  this  argument  are 
unisound."     After  mentioning  instances  in  which  you 
think  they  invoked  him  as  a  deity,  you  say,  **  If  the 
angels  Michael  or  Gabriel  should  come  and  live  among 
us  in  the  manner  which  you  suppose,  I  think  we  should 
soon   lose  our  habitual  recollection  of  their  angelic 
nature.     It  would  be  only  occasionally  awakened  by 
extraordinary  incidents.     This,  at  leasts  would  be  the 
case  if  they  mixed  with  us  upon  an  even  footings  with- 
out assuming  any  badges  of  distinction,  wearing  a 
common  garb,  partaking  of  our  lodging,  and  of  our, 
board,  suffering  in  the  same  degree  with  ourselves  from 
hunger  and  fatigue,  and  seeking  the  same  refreshments. 
The  wonder  would  be  if  angels,  in  this  disguise,  met 
with  any  other  respect  than  that  which  dignity  of  cha- 
racter commands,  and  something  of  occasional  homage 
when  their  miraculous  help  was  needed.     This  was  the 
respect  which  our  Lord  met  with  from  his  followers.*' 
To  this,  I  can  only  say,  that  I  am  really  astonished 
how  you  can  entertain  the  idea  of  any  number  of  per- 
sons living  on  this"  even  fooiingy  as  you  call  it,  with  a 
being  whom  they  actually  believed  to  be  the  maker  of 
themselves,  and  of  all  things,  even  the  eternal  God 
himself.    Certainly,  Sir,  you  never  attempted  to  realize 
the  idea,  or  even  thought  of  putting  yourself  in  their 
place,  so  as  to  have  imagined  yourself  introduced  into 
the  actual  presence  of  your  Maker,  in  the  form  of  roan, 
or  any  other  form  whatever.  You  must  have  been  over- 
whelmed with  the  vdry  thought  of  it ;  or  if  you  should 
have  had  the  courage,  and  unparalleled  self  possession^ 

S2 
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to  bear  such  a  thing,  must  there  not  have  been  num- 
bers who  would  have  been  filled  with  c(»istemation  at 
the  very  idea,  or  the  mere  suspicion^  of  the  person  they 
were  speaking  to  being  really  God.  And  yet  we  per- 
ceive no  trace  of  any  such  consternation  and  alarm 
in  the  gospel  history,  no  mark  of  astonishment  in  the 
disciples  of  our  Lord  in  consequence  of  the  belief  of 
'it,  and  no  marks  of  indignation  or  exclamation  of  blas- 
phemy^  &c.  against  those  who  disbelieved  it. 

I  am  surprised  to  find  how  very  differently  you  think 
from  your  holy  father  Athanasius  on  this  subject.  He 
says,  ^^  I  will  venture  to  say,  that  the  blessed  disciples 
themselves,  had  no  perfect  persuasion  concerning  his 
divinity,  till  the  descent  of  the  spirit  at  Pentecost*." 

Chrysostom  frequently  observes  that  Christ  only  in- 
timated his  divinity  obscurely,  and  left  the  full  discovery 
of.  it  to  his  apostles.  Thus  he  says,  that  he  himself 
never  said  plainly  that  he  made  the  heavens  and  the 
earthy  and  the  sea,  and  all  things  visible  and  inyisiblef. 
And  why,"  says  he,  **  do  you  wonder  that  others 
should  have  said  greater  things  of  him  than  he  has  said 
of  himself,  when  he  explained  many  things  by  actions, 
but  never  clearly  in  words.  That  he  made  man,  he 
showed  clearly  enough,  as  by  the  blind  man ;  but  when 
he  was  discoursing  about  the  formation  of  the  first  man, 
he  did  not  say^  /  made  them^  but  he  that  made  them^ 
made  them,  male  and  female.  ^  And  that  he  made  the 

*  ToX/xtt;  yap  Xeysn/  oti  ovh  avT'oi  it  iLoxoLpm  ovt'ou  ^MAifleu  ro 
rfXfiwy  *itepi  trjg  dvrou  ^eotyytog  six^v  ^^oyij/xa,  km  ta  TfysvfAa  ro 
ayioy  cwrotg  rji  'jfevrajtocrji  sitsfotn^asy.  De  Communi  Essentia. 
0^)era,  vol.  i.  p.237. 

f  *Ort  ovpavoy,  kcu  yrjy,  xou  ^aXxfrav  avtos  eitoirio'e,  xa/  fa 
In  Matt  cap.  v.  Horn.  l6.-  Opera^  vol.  vii.  p.  154. 
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world  he  signified  by  the  fishes,  by  the  wine,  by  the 
loaves,  &c.  but  never  clearly  in  words  *."  He  even 
says,  *'  it  was  rpore  necessary  to  be  concealed  from  his 
disciples,  because  they  would  immediately  have  told 
every  thing  through  an  excess  of  joyf." 

"  Christ/*  he  says,  -"  did  not  reveal  his  divinity  im- 
mediately ;  but  was  first  thought  to  be  a  prophet,  and 
the  Christ  simply  a  man,  and  it  s^terwards  appeared  by 
his  works  and  his  sayings  what  he  really  was  J." 

There  is  one  important  circumstance  relating  to  this 
subject,  p£  which  you  have  taken  no  notice  at  all,  which 
is  this :  If  the  apostles  had  really  preached  the  doc- 
trine of  the  divinity  of  Christ  from  the  first,  and  con* 
sequently  it  had  always  been  the  belief  of  the  christian 
church,  the  unbelieving  Jews  must  have  heard  of  it. 
Would  they  not,  therefore,  have  objected  to  it  as  loudly 
as  they  did  in  the  times  of  the  christian  Fathers,  and  as 
they  do  at  this  day  ?  How  is  it  then,  that  neither  in  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles,  nor  in  any  of  the  Epistles,  we 
find  the  least  trace  of  any  such  objection,  the  least  no- 
tice of  it,  or  the  most  distant  reference  to  it,  by  those 

*  Kai  'ft  bavf^a^eif  ei  kfs^oi  [Lsi^^va  Kspi  aurov  £ffijxao'(y  wf 
avTos  eipyjxev  oirov  ys  ifoXXa  Bia  rwv  itpay[ji,ur(vv  eieihiKvv^syos  ita 
Tojy  prjiiarctnf  ora^ws  ovx  eXfygyj  or*  ya^  roy  avipantov  avros  sfoiyj* 
csvjhij^e  (T^awf  xai  8ia  row  ru^Aou.  '^vixa  $e  ftept  rr^s  bv  dpxf 
7tXx(reu)s  6  Xoyof  ijv  avrtu,  ovx  iiifev  or*  eyw  sTroiyjca,  aAX*  5  iroiijo'af 
apo'sy  Kou  ^Xw  sTtoii^o'sy  aurovs,  IlaXiv,  or*  rov  xoo-jutov  s^yjiAiovpyyjO'g 
tULi  ra  By  avrw,  $ia  rwy  lyfiuooy,  $ta  rov  oivow,  $ia  rwy  OLptwy  ■ 
^ijjxao-i  ovSapi^ov  rovro  a-a(pws  sitBy.  In  Matt.  cap.  v.  Horn.  l6» 
Opera,  vol.  vii.  p."  154. 

f  £^£f  yap  rsws  Xaydaveiy,  vtai  fji,aXt(rTa  siti  rioy  y^abtffwv,  xm 
yap  Bx  TfoXXn^s  i^$ovif)s  iroLvra  ay  Bxrjpv^ay,  In  Matt.  cap.  viii. 
Horn.  28.  Opera,  vol.  vii.  p.  2174. 

J  Ov  yap  sv&eojs  ^pi^iy  kaurov  rrjy  ^eoryjra  B^sxaXv^ey  aXXa 
^purtoy  fjLBy  BVOfji^i^sto  Biyai  itpo^t^ry^iy  xa^  Xpiarog,  aitXws  aySpunros, 
vcTB^OY  $B  Bfayri,  ^ut  rwy  epywy  xai  rwy  pi^iuarwy,  rovro  hcBp  ijy. 
In  Johan.  cap.  i.  Horn.  2.  Opera^  vol.  viii.  p.  20. 


262  LETTERS  TO  THE 

who  were  CQncemed  to  answer  it  ?  The  most  probable 
conclusion  from  this  hct  is,  that  no  such  offence  had 
been  given  to  the  Jews,  the  apostles  not  having  preached 
any  such  doctrine. 

With  respect  to  the  time  when  our  Saviour's  dis- 
ciples began  to  consider  him  as  GoJ,  you  say,  p.  9d, 
that  I  am  the  persoil  most  concerned  to  find  the  solu- 
tion. I  told  you  in  my  former  letters  that  I  had  solved 
the  difficulty  to  my  own  perfect  satisfaction  in  my  His- 
tory of  the  Corruptions  of  Christianity ;  where  I  showed 
by  what  steps  the  idea  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  was  in- 
troduced. I  did  it  upon  my  own  hypothesis,  of  its  not 
being  an  original  doctrine,  but  a  corruption  of  Chris- 
tianity ;  and  I  challenged  you  to  give  as  probable  an 
account  of  its  introduction,  on  the  idea  of  its  being  no 
corruption,  but  a  genuine  doctrine,  revealed  at  some 
time  or  other  by  Christ  to  the  apostles,  and  by  the 
apostles  to  the  body  of  christians.  But,  according  to 
you,  it  required  no  revelation  at  all.  The  whole  Jewish 
nation  were  prepared  to  receive  their  Messiah  as  their 
God,  and  immediately  to  worship  him  accordingly. 

I  have  no  doubt,  however,  but  that  ttie  Jews  in  our 
Saviour's  time  expected  a  man  in  the  character  of  the 
Messiah.  Mary,  his  mother,  evidently  expected  that 
he  would  even  be. bom  in  the  usual  way  of  two  hu- 
man parents ;  for  when  the  angel  informed  her  that 
she  should  conceive  and  kring  forth  a  son,  who  should 
be  called  the  son  of  the  highest,  to  whom  God  would 
give  the  throne  of  his  father  Daxnd,  she  replied, 
Luke  1.  S4,  How  shall  this  6e,  seeing  I  know  not  a 
man  ?  The  apostles  evidently  appear  to  iile  to  have 
considered  him  as  no  other  than  a  man,  and  they 
taught  no  other  doctrine  after  our  Saviour's  deaths 
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We  perceive  no  trace  of  it  in  the  book  of  Acts ;  and 
AthanasiuS)  Chrysostom,  and  others  of  the  Fathers^ 
only  pretend  that  they  taught  it' with  caution,  so  as 
not  to  give  much  alarm^  till  John  published  it  in  his 
gospel. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  appears^  that  the  Jews  who  led 
the  Gentiles  into  the  belief  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
simple  humanity  of  Christ  were,  according  to  Atba- 
nasius,  christian  Jews,  and  that  their  proselytes  were 
christian  Gentiles.  It  is  perfectly  ridiculous  to  suppose 
that  the  question  could  be  interesting  to  any  others.  It 
also  must  have  been  the  certain  knowledge  of  great 
bodies  of  unitarians,  Jewjs  and  Gentiles,  in  the  earliest 
times,  that  led  these  Fathers  to  this  hypothesis,  to  ac- 
count for  the  fact.  But  that  the  great  body  of  Jewish 
christians  should  be  unitarians  in  the  time  of  the  apo» 
sties,  without  their  having  learned  that  doctrine  from 
the  apostles,  is  a  thing  that  1  cannot  conceive.  More- 
over, it  does  not  appear  that  the  apostles  took  any  um- 
brage at  the  prevailing  doctrine,  but  connived  at  it } 
and  all  the  indignation  they  expressed  against  any  opi- 
nions, was  against  those  of  the  Judaizing  teachers  and 
the  Gnosdcs. 

If  the  s^stles  did  themselves  really  believe  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity,  they  must  at  least  have  hdd  no  high 
idea  of  its  importance^  or  they  could  never  have  been 
suoh  tame  spectators  of  the  spread  of  the  unitarian  doc* 
trine  among  their  countrymen,  and  from  them,  accord- 
ing to  Athanasius,  among  the  Gendles«  How  would 
Bishop  Bull  and  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Alban's  have 
written  if  they  bad  been  in  the  situation  in  which  £pi- 
phanius  and  all  the  Fathers  place  the  apostle  John  when 
he  wrote  his  epistle  ?  Woufd  they  have  contented  them- 
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fielTes  with  coodeiniinig  the  dangerous  tenet  of  the  imi> 
tarians  in  no  more  than  one  clause  of  a  single  sentence, 
which  likewise  contains  the  condemnation  of  the  Gno* 
sties  ?  Would  they  not  have  thought  the  unitarian  the 
more  dangerous  heresy  of  the  two ;  and  therefore  have 
bent  their  chief  force  ^against  it  ? 

It  is  remarkable,  however,  and  really  curious,  that 
before  the  unitarians  were  considered  as  heretics,  we 
find  a  very  diflferent  account  of  the  reasons  that  in- 
duced John  to  write  both  his  epistles  and  his  gospel  ^ 
I|padus  says  it  was  solely  with  a  view  to  the  Gnostics, 
and  so  does  Irenseus,  again  and  again.  This,  there* 
fore,  was  the  more  ancient  opinion  on  the  subject;  and 
I  doubt  not,  the  true  one.  And  it  was  not  till  long 
after  this  ( TertuUian,  1  believe,  is  the  iirst  in  whom  it 
occurs)  that  it  was  imagined  that  the  apostle  had  any 
view  to  the  unitarians  in  any  of  his  writings.  This  is 
a  circumstance  that  welt  deserves  to  be  attended  to. 

You  imagine.  Sir,  what  appears  very  extraordinary 
indeed  to  me,  that  the  Jews  will  be  easily  reconciled  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  and  will  even  more  readily 
embrace  Christianity  on  the  trinitarian  than  on  the  uni- 
tarian principle.  ^^  For  the  Jews,*'  you  say,  p.  151, 
"  whenever  they  begiii  to  open  their  eyes  to  the  evi- 
dences of  our  Saviour's  mission,  they  will  stiil  be  apt 
to  condder  the  New  Testament  in  connexion  with  the 
Old.  They  will  look  for  an  agreement  in  principle^  at 
least,  between  the  gospel  and  the  law.  When  they  ac* 
cept  the  christian  doctrine,  it  will  be  as  a  later  and  a 
fuller  discovery.  They  will  reject  ii  if  they  consider 
it  to  be  contradictory  to  the  patriarchal  and  Mosaic  re- 
velations. Successive  discoveries  of  divine  truth  may 
differ,  they  will  say,  in  fullness  and  perspicuity,  but  in 
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principle  they  must  harmonize,  as  parts  of  one  system. 
They  will  retain  some  veneration  for  their  traditional 
doctrines ;  and  in  their  most  ancient  Targ^ums*  as  well 
as  in  allusions  in  their  sacred  books,  they  \  ill  find  the 
notion  of  one  godhead  in  a  trinity  of  persons,  and  they 
will  perceive  that  it  was  in  contradiction  to  the  chris- 
tians that  the  later  Rabins  abandoned  the  notion^  of 
their  forefathers.  The  unitarian  scheme  of  christia* 
nity  is  the  last,  therefore,  to  which  the  Jews  are  likely 
to  be  convened,  as  it  is  the  most  at  enmity  with  their 
ancient  faith." 

So  different.  Sir,  are  your  ideas  and' mine  on  this 
subject,  that  one  would  think  we  had  never  read  the 
same  authors,  or  h'ved  in  the  same  world.  Our  diffe* 
rent  views  of  things  must  have  arisen  from  the  different 
influences  to  which  our  minds  have  been  exposed;  but 
where  you  have  been,  or  with  whom  you  have^lived,  I 
cannot  trace.  Who  those  later  Rabins  were  who 
abandoned  the  notion  of,  their  fathers,  and  from  ex* 

*  pecting  the  Messiah  to  be  God  adopted  the  idea  of  his 
being  a  mere  man,  (a  process  which  I  should  think  not 
very  natural,)  I  cannot  find.  Late  as  they  are  they 
must  have  been  earlier  than  Justin  Martyr ;  and  indeed 
oi  this  memorable  change  of  opinion  on  so  fundamental 
a  subject  I  find  no  trace  whatever.  Really,  Sir,  one 
cannot  read  such  a  shameful  perversion  and  absolute 
making  of  ancient  history,  with  respect  to  this  doctrine 
concerning  the  Messiah,  as  well  as  to  the  church  of 
Jerusalem,  without  a  mixture  of  contempt  and  indig- 
nation. 

.  I  shall  content  myself  on  this  subject  with  appealing 
to  two  testimonies.     One  of  them  is  that  of  Basnage, 

^  aAd  the  other  of  later  date. 
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BasnagCj  I  suppose,  you  will  allow,  bad  sufEciently 
studied  the  history  and  opinions  of  the  Jews;  He  has 
written  largely  on  the  subject ;  and  yet,  though  a  tri- 
nitarian  himself,  he  has  exploded  all  the  pretences  of 
Cudworth  and  others  to  find  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity 
either  among  the  ancient  or  the  modern  Jews. 

"  The  christians  and  the  Jews/'  he  says,  "  separate 
at  the  second  step  in  religion.  For,  after  having  adored 
together  one  God  absolutely  perfect,  they  find  the  mo- 
ment' after  jhe  abyss  of  the  trinity^  which  entirely  se- 
parates them.  The  Jew  considers  three  persons  as 
three  Gods^  and  this  tri  theism  shocks  him.  The  chris- 
tian, who  believes  the  unity  of  one  God,  thinks  that  the 
Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Spirit  should  all  be  called 
God,  and  have  the  same  worship.  It  is  impossible  to 
reconcile  opinions  so  contrary.  There  are,  however, 
divines  bold  enough  to  attempt  it*.*'  You,  Sir,  are 
one  of  those  bold  divines^  or,  if  not  bold  yourself,  at 
least  a  follower  of  the  bold. 

Thi^  writer  also  says  that  the  *'  Jews  consider  them- 
selves as  bearing  their  testimony  to  the  unity  of  God 
among  all  the  nations  of  the  world  f.'*  Deny  these 
facts  if  you  can.  What  ought  or  what  ought  not  to 
offend  the  Jews  is  not  the  question.     The  doctrine  of 
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Les  Chretiens  s'ecartent  des  Jiiifs  des  le  second  pas  qu'il* 
font  dans  la  religion.  Car  apres  ivoir  ador6  ensemble  un  Dieu, 
souverainement,  parfait,  ils  trouvient  un  moment  apres  Tabime  (1« 
la  trinite,  qui  les  separe,  et  les  eloigne  souverainement.  Le  Ju" 
regarde  trois  personnes  comme  trois  dieux,  et  ce  tritheisme  lui  feit 
horreur.  Le  chretien,  qui  croit  Tunite  d'un  Dieu^  veut  a  mcme 
terns  qu'on  donne  ce  litre  au  pere,  au  fils,  au  Saint  Esprit,  et  qu  on 
les  adore.  II  est  impossible  de  concilier  des  opinions  si  contraires  j 
Cept-ndant  il  y  a  des  tlieologiens  hardis^  qui  pnt  tente  de  le  faire. 
Hist,  des  Juifs,  lib.  iv.  cap.  iii.  s.  1. 

t  '*  Les  temoinsde  runite  de  Dieu  dans  toutes  les  nations  da 

monde."     Ibid.  lib.  vii.  cap.  xxxiii.  9. 15. 


ARCHDEACON  OF  ST.  AL^AN's.         267 

the  trinity  does  in  fact,  and  from  the  time  that  it  was 
started  always  did,  offend  the  whole  body  of  the  Jews, 
and  is,  no  doubt;  one  of  the  greatest  obstacles  to  their 
conversion. 

My  second  testimony  I  shall  give  in  the  postscript  of 
a  letter  from  a  correspondent  in  the  West  of  England, 
in  the  year  1774,  containing  the  opinion  of  a  learned 
jew,  whom  we  may  presume  to  be  now  living,  and  in 
this  country.  At  that  time  he  must  have  been  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  Barnstable  in  Devonshire.  An 
event,  which  then  gave  me  much  concern,  occasioned 
the  discontinuance  of  my  correspondence  with  the  writer 
of  that  letter ;  and  though  desirous  of  knowing  the  issue 
of  the  business,  I  have  not  learned  it.  If  this  publi- 
cation should  be  the  means  of  bringing  me  Acquainted 
with  it,  I  shall  think  myself  happy.  If  the  learned 
Jew  himself  should  meet  with  these  letters,  I  shall  be 
very  glad  to  hear  from  him,  whatever  may  be  his  pre- 
sent thoughts  on  the  subject.  In  the  mean  time  I 
would  recommend  it  to  you,  Mr.  Archdeacon,  to  en-  ^ 
quire  of  any  Jews  now  living,  and  not  to  argue  from 
suppositions  vfhenfacis  are  within  your  reach. 

My  correspondent's  postscript  is  as  follows:  *'  I 
have  lent  your  Institutes  to  a  sensible  and  religious 
Rabbi,  bred  at  the  university  of  Halle.  He  has  read 
them  with  great  care,  and* taken  curious  extracts  from 
them.  The  clergyman  of  this  parish  warned  him  of 
the  danger  of  your  works,  and  abused  me  for  lending 
them  to  a  Jew.  The  latter  had  sense  enough  to  de* 
spise  him,  and  told  him,  that  as  long  as  Christianity  was 
thought  contradictory  to  the  first  law  of  Judaism,  the 
conversion  of  his  brethren  would  be  impossible.  The 
parson  wanted  to  baptise  him*     The  Rabbi  said  reli- 
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gion  was  a  serious  matter,  and  be  would  be  a  convert 
in  reality  before  he  would  be  one  in  profession.  He 
has  been  much  with  me.  I  hope  to  be  able  to  send 
you  a  pleasing  account  of  him.'* 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER  XII. 

Of  the  Personification  of  the  Lo^os, 

Rev.  Sir, 

You  still  deny  that  the  christian  fathers  were  ac- 
quainted with  any  such  thing  as  the  personification^ 
that  is,  the  making  a  real  intelligent  person  of  the 
logos ^  or  wisdom  of  God;  whereas,  absurd  as -I  ac- 
knowledge the  notion  to  be,  it  was-  most  indisputably 
the  real  doctrine  both  of  Philo,  the  platonizing  Jew, 
and  of  those  who  were  called  orthodox  christians y  who 
platonized  likewise.  I  speak  within  compass  when  I 
say  that  I  can  produce  hundreds  of  passages  which 
prove  in  the  clearest  manner  that  the  divinity  which 
they  ascribed  to  Christ  was  the  very  same  principle 
which  had  constituted  the  wisdom  and  other  powers  of 
God  the  Father ;  and  that  the  generation  of  the  Son 
was  the  commencement  of  the  state  of  actual  person^ 
ality  of  the  logos^  whether  in  time,  as  some  thought, 
or  from  all  eternity,  as  others,  which  latter  was  after- 
wards received  as  the  established  doctrine. 

This  was  evidently  agreeable  to  the  principles  of 
those  platonists^  from  whom  Philo  and  those  christian 
Others  derived  their  opinion  ;  and  if  you  deny  this,  a 
childy  as  you  call  me  in  platonism,  p.  15,  (which  how-* 
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ever  does  not^  I  hope,  prevent  ipe  from  being  a  man 
in  Christianity,)  I  shall  be  able,  as  you  will  see  in  my 
larger  work,  to  teach  you  what  you  are  at  presteqt  ig- 
norant of  with  respect  to  it.  .  If  this  kind  of  literature 
be  your  home^  p«  1 63, 1  must  say  that  you  have  been  a 
considerable  time  ^rom  homCj  and  that  you  are  at  pre- 
sent unacquainted  with  several  apartments  in  your  own 
house.  I  shall  then  wait  upon  you  at  this '  house  of 
yours,  and  endeavour  to  pomt  them  out  to  you. 

With  respect  to  my  quotation  from  Athenagoras,  and 
my  account  of  his  meaning,  you  are  pleased  to  say, 
p.  124,  ^^  it  only  finishes  the  proofs  if  it  was  before 
defect! ve^  of  your  incompetency  in  the  subject.  It 
shows  that  you  are  so  little  acquainted  with  platonism, 
that  your  mind  cannot  readily  apprehend  a  platonic 
notion,  when  it  is  clearly  set  before  you.  What  you 
take  for  my  mere  conjecture,  viz.  that  the  external 
display  of  power  ^  is  the  thing  that  is  called  generation^ 
is  the  express  assertion  of  Athenagoras,  in  the  very 
passage  which  you  have  quoted." 

On  the  contrary,  L  maintain  that,  if  your  external 
display  of  power  be  any  thing  diflFerent  from  what  I 
have  called  the  personificalion  of  the  logos^  or  his  be- 
coming a  proper  person,  so  as  to  be  God,  in  himself 
considered,  it  is  contradicted  by  Athenagoras  in  this 
very  passage,  as  well  as  by  all  the  christian  writers  who 
treat  of  the  subject.  In  this  passage  he  calls  the  Son 
**  the  first  production  of  the  Father,  not  that  he  was 
ever  properly  made,'*  (that  is  out  of  nothing)  **  for 
God  being  an  eternal  mind,  had  logos  always  in  him- 
self, being  always  Koyijcog;'*  that  is,  being  always  a 
reasonable  intelligent  being.  Now,  Sir,  what  could  any 
man  mean  by  this  expression^  but  that  before  this  cir- 
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cumstance,  or  6vent  (which  I  call  the  personification 
of  the  logos,  and  you  the  external  display  of  his 
powers)  took  place,  there  was  no  more  a  proper  trinity 
of  persons  in  God,  than  there  is  in  man  ?  for  God,  like 
man,  was  then  simply  KoyiKog^  an  intelligent  being ; 
wisdom,  or  intelligence,  being  one  of  his  attributes. 
Many  of  the  fathers  use  this  comparison,  supposing 
the  logos  in  God  to  have  been  originally  exactly  similar 
to  logosy  or  reason  in  man.  Now  are  there,  think  you, 
or  was  it  ever  imagined  that  there  were,  proper  distinct 
persons  in  the  mind  of  man,  merely  because  that  mind 
was  KcyiTtog  rational  ?  The  very  expression  excludes 
this  idea,  and  must  have  been  intended  to  exclude  it. 

But  according  to  all  the  orthodox  fathers,  after  this 
generation  of  the  Son  (who  before  was  nothing  more 
with  respect  to  the  F^ither  than  reason  is  with  respect 
to  man)  he  assumed  a  proper  distinct  personality  ;  and 
this  generatioji  was  with  a  view  to  the  production  of 
material  beings,  and  not  the  production  itself,  or  the 
display  of  powers  in  that  production.  For  this  gene- 
ration was  represented  as  the  proper  act  of  the  eternal 
Father^  whereas  the  display  of  powers  in  the  production 
of  material  beings  (if  I  must  adopt  your  quaint  language) 
was  accordmg  to  them,  the  proper  act  of  the  Son.  Ac- 
cording to  them  it  certainly  was  the  Son,  and  not  the 
Father,  who  was  the  immediate  maker  of  all  things. 
In  my  opinion  Athenagoras's  notion  was,  that  this  ge- 
neration of  the  Son  took  place  in  time,  and  not  from 
ail  eternity  ;  because  he  says  that  from  the  beginning, 
or  from  eternity,  God  was  simply  vovg^  a  mind,  having 
logos  in  himself,  as  being  always  Koypcog^  reasonable^ 
,or  intelligent. 

Athenagoras,   however,  as  appears  from  this  very 
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passage,  the  beginning  of  which  I  quoted,  was  very  &r 
from,  having  a  notion  of  three  distinct  persons  in  the 
trinity.  For  though  he  thought,  with  Justin  Martyr, 
that  the  logos^  from  the  time  of  his  generation,  assumed 
a  permanent  personality^  the  holy  spirit  did  not,  but 
was  like  a  beam  of  the  suriy  sometimes  emitted  fr6m  the 
Father,  and  sometimes  drawn  into  him  again,  agreeably 
to  the  philosophy  of  those  times  concerning  the  sun 
and  his  light.  This  was  also  the  kind  of  personal  ex- 
istence that  Justin  Martyr  said  that  some  persons  in  his 
time  ascribed  to  the  Son,  and  which  was  also  said  to 
have  been  the  doctrine  of  Marcellus  of  Ancyra. 

You  say,  p.  1 23,  that  "  TertuUian,  to  prevent  the 
very  conclu^on  which  you  draw  from  this  analogy,  that 
the  logos  was  at  some  time  or  another  a  mere  attribute, 
remarks  that  nothing  empty  or  unsubstantial  can  pro- 
ceed from  God,  For  the  divine  nature  admitting  neither 
quality  nor  accident,  every  thing  belonging  to  it  must 
be  substance.**  "  This  argument,*'  you  add,  "  is  ably 
stated  in  the  Dialogues  of  the  learned  Dr.  Leslie." 

This  indeed.  Sir,  is  an  argument  that  requires  both 
an  able  stating^  and  an  able  defence ;  for,  in  itself, 
nothing  can  be  more  weak.  What,  think  you,  could 
the  fathers  mean  by  saying  that,  after  the  emission  of 
the  logos,  the  original  divine  mind  was  not  destitute  of 
logos  ?  Did  they  not  mean  that  he  was  not  destitute  of 
reason^  or  understanding?  Is  there  not  then  necessarily 
implied  an  identity  of  nature  between  the  logos  emitted^ 
and  logos  retained  f  Does  it  not  follow  from  hence, 
and  from'  its  hieing  said  that  the  Father  was  still  A> 
yiKog^  rational^  that  they  were  both  originally  what 
we  call  reason  ?  Nay,  do  not  some  of  the  fathers 
compare  the  emission  of  the  logos  from  God  to' the 
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emissioii  of  reason  from  man,  in  discourang  with  one 
another? 

Tou  say,  for  It  is  you  that  say  this  (I  have  met  with 
nothing  so,very  absurd  in  TertuUian),  that  **  the  divine 
nature  admitting  neither  quality  nor  accident,   every 
thing  belonging  to  it  mu$t  be  substance."    The  divine 
being  then  has  no  properties^  no  attributes,  no  per- 
fections2X?\\^  which  is,  in  fiaict,  denying  his  very  beings 
for  what  is  being  vfiihout  properties  ?   Pray,  Sirj  has 
the  Son  or  the  Holy  Spirit,  any  attributes?    In  all  iny 
reading  I  do  not  remember  to  have  met  with  any  ab- 
surdity equal  to  this,  except  your  own  peculiar  conceit, 
that  *^  one  mind  can  beget  another  by  the  contempla- 
tion of  its  perfections"  (now  called  substances^  a  notion 
which  you  ascribe  to  alL  the  fathers^  though  I  will 
venture  to  say  it  is  not  to  be  found  in  any  of  them. 
Strange  enough,  to  be  sure,  are  some  of  their  conceits, 
but  not  quite  so  strange  and  absurd  as  this*     There  is, 
as  you  somewhere  justly  observe,  a  progress  ii^  ab^ 
surdity j^s  well  as  in  truth. 

Lactantius^  you  acknowledge,  expresses  himself 
clearly  enough  according  to  my  idea  of  this  subject^ 
but  you  dispose  of  his  orthodoxy^  as  you  did  of  Origen's 
veracity.  You  boldly  deny  it.  This,  indeed,  is  a  very 
compendious  method  of  answering  me.  But,  Sir,  the 
question  is  not  whom  you  are  now  pleased  to  call  or- 
thodox, but  who  was  deemed  to  be  so  in  the  age  in 
which  he  lived.  Now  I  challenge  you  to  prove  that  any 
writer  of  the  age  of  Lactantius  considered  him  as  hete- 
rodox. Indeed  it  was  very  unlikely  that  the  man  who 
was  chosen  tutor  to  a  son  of  Constantine,  should  have 
been  a  person  of  that  class. ' 

In  order  to  undervalue  this  excellent  writer,  you  say^ 


/ 
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p.  1 29,  that  "  he  ascribed  a  beginning  to  the  existence 
of  the  eternal  Father,     No  wonder  then/*  you  add, 
*'  that  he  should  ascribe  a  beginning  to  the  Son's  ex- 
istence.    You  are  welcome.  Sir,*'  you  say,  "  to  any 
advantage  you  may  be  able  to  derive  from  the  autho- 
rity of  such  a  writer.**     Lactantius,  however,  candidly 
construed,  may  perhaps  be  said  only  to  have  used  an 
improper  expression,  namely,  that  God  made  himself, 
meaning  no  more  than  we  do  when  we  say  that  God 
is  self' exis tent y  which  in  fact  implies  the  very  contrary 
of  what  you  ascribe  to  him*   He  advances  this  in  proof 
of  his  general  maxim.  Nee  enim  potest,  ut  ab  uUo  esse 
generatus,  qui  ipse  universa  generavit,  he  cannot  be 
created  of  any  who  himself  created  all  things,  which 
clearly  implies  that  he  could  not  be  created  at  all.  For 
though  the  thing  made  had  a  beginning,  the  maker 
could  have  noiie ;  and  who  was  the  maker  in  this  case 
but  God  himself  ?  The  term  self  existent  is  in  fact  (as 
will  appear  if  it  be  analysed)  equally  improper ;  for  it 
implies  that  God  is  the  (i,me  of  his  own  existence. 
For  this  reason,  some  who  wish  to  speak  with  exact- 
ness avoid  that  term,  and  rather  say  diat  God  is  eter^ 
rml  i  but  they  do  not  tax  those  who  use  the  word  self 
existent  with  really  believing  that  God  had  a  begin* 
ning. 

Whatever  mistakes  Lactantius  may  be  supposed  to 
have  made  as  a  metaphysician,  it  does  not  appear  that 
in  his  own  time  he  was  charged  with  any ;  and  they 
might  have  been  as  little  noticed  still  if  he  had  been  a 
sound  divine ;  and  though  you  suppose  that  he  ascribed 
a  beginning  to  the  eternal  Father,  yet,  if  you  had 
found  that  from  the  moment  of  the  Father's  existence, 
that  of  the  Son  had,  in  his  idea,  commenced  also^  you 
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would  perhaps  have  contented  yourself  with  smiling  at 
bis  notion,  or  at  least  have  abated  of  the  severity  of 
your  censure. 

Constantine,  whom  you  quote,  p.  1 27,  as  in  your  ' 
favour,  is  directly  agsunst  you.  Taking  your  own 
words,  he  says,  ^^  the  Son. was  begotten,  or  rather  he 
himself  came  forth,  (being  even  ever  in  the  Father,) 
for  the  setting  in  order  of  the  things  which  were  made 
by  him.  Here,**  you  say,  *'  the  emperor  expounds 
generation  by  coming  forth  *^  But  then^  Sir,  he  does 
not  say  that  this  generation^  or  pomingjbrthy  was  the 
same  thing  with  the  setting  in  order  the  things  thai 
were  made '  by  him ;  but  it  was  evidently  something 
that  took  place  previous  to  this  setting  in  order^  and 
with  a  view  to  it ;  so  that  this  mysterious  generation 
preceded  what  you  quaintly  call  the  projection  ojem- 
gieSj  and  was  not  the  same  thing  with  it. 

You  still  likewise  confound  the  doctrine  of  Arius, 
p.  116,  with  that  of  the  personification  of  the  Logos^ 
than  which  no  two  things  were  more  different,  having 
always  been  opposed  to  each  other,  as  you  must  have 
known  had  you  been  so  well  read  as  you  pretend  to 
be  in  the  ancient  ecclesiastical  writers,  since  a  great 
proportion  of  their  works  is  occupied  in  the  discussion 
of  this  subject.  The  Arians  maintained  that  Christ 
was  a  being  created  out  of  nothing ,  as  other  creatures 
were,  nptwithstanding  the  vastnes^  of  his  powers,  which 
were  equal  to  the  creation  of  all  other  things,  visible 
and  invisible ;  and  not  believing  an  eternal  creationj 
they  likewise  said  that  there  was  a  time  when  the  Son 
did  not  exist.  Both  these  propositions  were  denied  by 
the  orthodox  of  that  age,  who  maintained  that  Chnst 
was' not  made  out  of  nothings  for  that  he  was  the  Lo- 
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§os,  the  wisdom,  the  power,  &c.  of  the  Father,  and 
that  he  had  always  existed  in  the  Father,  as  reason 
does  in  man,  though  his  personality  was  by  some  sup- 
posed to  have  commenced  in  time.  Tou  must  give  me 
leave  to  say  you  are  but  little  acquainted  with  the  prin- 
ciples even  of  platonism,  and  especially  those  of  the 
later  platonists,  from  whom  the  christian  fathers  more 
immediately  derived  their  notions,  if  you  are  not  able 
to  enter  into  this  idea. 

This  personification,  or  the  commencement  of  an 
actual  personality  of  what  was  an  attribute  of  God,  is 
a  strange  idea  -,  but,  strange  as  it  is,  it  nevertheless  ac- 
tually took  place  in  the  minds  of  thousands,  and  was 
in  truth  all  the  orthodoxy  of  the  earlier  ages.     This 
incipient  orthodoxy  grew  immediately  out  of  platonism, 
and  is  certainly  absurd  enough.   The  orthodoxy  of  the 
later  ages  and  of  the  present  grew  out  of  that,  and  is 
infinitely  more  absurd*     Their  doctrine  was  mere  non* 
sense,  yours  the  plainest  of  all  contradictions,  as  I  shall 
clearly  show  in  my  next  letter* 

*'  What  diflference  there  may  be,**  you  say,  p.  118, 
*'  between  a  making  out  of  nothing,  and  the  conversion 
of  a  mere  attribute  into  a  substance,  or  how  a  person 
made  out  of  an  attribute  may  differ  from  a  person  made 
out  of  nothing,  I  would  rather.  Sir,  that  you  than  I 
should  take  the  trouble  to  explain/'  I  have  explained 
it  as  well  as  such  an  absurdity  can  be  explained,  but  it 
behoves  you  to  explain  it  much  more  than  it  does  me  j 
for,  absurd  as  the  notion  is,  it  certainly  prepared  the 
way  for  the  still  more  absurd  notion  of  three  equal  di* 
vine  persons  in  one  godhead* 

I  am,  &c« 
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LETTER    Xra. 

Consideralions  relating  to  the  Doctrine  of  the  TrinUy. 

Rev.  Sir, 

X  OWN  I  was  particularly  desirous  of  hearing  what 
you  could  possibly  say  on  the  subject  of  my  ^eueniA 
letter y  in  which  I  advanced  some  general  conadera- 
tions  relating  to  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  \  but,  un- 
fortunately, you  "  content  yourself,**  p.  1 S6,  "  with 
giving  only  a  general  reply  to  some  parts  of  that  letter. 
A  particular  answer,"  you  say,  *•  to  the  several  objec- 
tions which  it  contains  would  lead  me  into  metaphysical 
disquisitions,  which  I  wish  to  decline,  because  in  that 
subject  I  foresee  that  we  should  want  common  prin> 
ciples  and  a  common  language.'* 

Now  I  make  no  doubt,  Sir^  but  that  if  it  had  been 
possible  for  you  to  have  given  any  plausible  answer  to 
the  difficulties  started  in  that  letter,  you  would  have 
found  some  principle,  conunon  or  uncommon,  on 
which  to  found  it,  and  some  language  also,  which 
might  have  been  intelligible  to  me  and  your  readers. 
But  as  you  profess  that  you  do  not  expect  to  convince 
me,  it  would  have  been  quite  sufficient  for  your  pur- 
pose if  you  could  have  found  common  principles  and 
common  language  for  others.  "        ^ 

I  am  the  more  concerned  at  your  ^ence,  as  I  was  in 
hopes  of  having  some  further  account  of  your  own  pe- 
culiar notion  of  the  necessary  origin  of  the  Son  front 
the  Father^ s  contemplation  of  his  oum  perfections ; 
but  to  my  great  mortification  I  find  not  one  gleam  of 
more  light  on  this  curious  subject*    You  said  that  this 
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doctrine  was  agreeable  to  the  notions  of  all  the  fathers, 
as  well  as  to  the  sacred  writers,  and  I  challenged  you 
to  produce  any'authority  for  it,  except  what  exists  in 
your  own  imagination.  In  my  opinion,  nothing  can  be 
conceived  more  absurd  than  the  idea  of  the  necessary 
production  of  an  intelligent  being,  possessed  of  actual 
substantial  personality,  equal  in  all  respects  to  the  ori- 
ginal intelligent  being,  from  the  mere  self-contempla- 
tion of  that  original  being's  perfections.     I  said  that 
nothing  in  the  Jewish  Cabbala  could  be  more  absurd* 
You  intimate,  p.  149,  that  I  may  know  but  little^of  the 
Jewish  Cabbala;  but  for  my  purpose  it  is  quite  enough, 
that  it  is  a  known  proverbial  expressio|i  to  denote  the 
extreme  of  absurdity  ;  and  if  so,  whatever  the  Jewish 
Cabbala  may  really  be,  (of  which  I  may  perhaps  know 
as  much  as  yourself,  and  of  which  we  may  each  of  us 
soon  learn  enough  from  Basnage,)  the  phrase  could 
not  be  misapplied  *.  ' 

I  find,  however,  a  few  other  things  on  the  subject  of 
that  letter  which  are  curious  enough  ;  so  that,  for  the 
amusement,  if  not  the  instruction  of  my  readers,  I 
shall  make  some  observations  on  them. 

*  The  learned  Prelate,  in  the  fourth  Disquisition  annexed  to  the 
edition  tfhis  TrcLCts  in  controversy  with  Dr.  Priestley,  has  laboured 
much,  not  indeed  to  defend  the  mysterious  doctrine  of  the  Son's  ge» 
nerationjrom  the  Fat  her*  s  dontemplation  of  his  own  perfections,  but 
to  prove  that  he  was  not  himself  the  inventor  of  the  sublime  mystery . 
In  his  appeal  to  the  writings  of  the  fathers  the  Bishop  totally  fails  : 
nor  does  he  succeed  much  better  in  those  of  the  sclwolmen.  The  first 
plain  example  of  this  curious  doctrine  is  found  in  a  treatise  published 
under  the  sanction  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  entitled  '*  Catecbismus 
ad  Parochos,"  in  which  "  the  true  believer  is  exhorted  to  pray  that 
he  may  he  thought  worthy  to  be  allowed  to  see  what  that  wonderful 
fecundity  of  God  the  Father  is,  that,  contemplating  and  exerting  hii 
intelligence  upon  himself,  he  should  beget  a  son,  the  exact  counter^ 
'  pari  and  equal  of  himself'*  Melanchthon  appears  to  have  entertained 
the  same  extravagant  notion,  and  Zanchius  reproves  it.  At  any  rdt4 
it  is  sttffidently  apparent  that  the  honour  of  the  invention  does  not 
appertain  to  Bishojp  Horsley** — ^£o. 
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I. 

In  the  first  place,  I  still  think  that  you  yourself  are 
not  perfectly  orthodox ;  for  besides  your  virtual  dis- 
approbation of  the  damnatory  clause  in  the  Athanasian 
creed,  p.  1 65,  you  allow  a  real  superiority  in  the  Fa- 
ther. "  If,'*  you  say,  p.  145,  "  from  such  expressions 
as  my  Father  is  greater  than  /,  you  would  be  content 
to  infer  that  the  Almighty  Father  is  indeed  the  foun- 
tain and  the  center  of  divinity,  and  that  the  equality  of 
godhead  is  to  be  understood  witli  some  mysterious  sub- 
ordination of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  you  would  have 
the  concurrence  of  the  ancient  fathers,  and  of  the  ad- 
vocates of  the  true  faith  in  all  ages/'  But  give  me 
^  leave  to  say,  that  any  proper  subordination^  myste- 
rious or  not  mysterious,  implies  inferiority^  and  is  an 
infringement  of  the  doctrine  of  the  perfect  equality  of 
the  three  persons ;  so  that  it  cannot  be,  as  your  creed 
says,  none  is  afore  or  after  another.  You  say,  p.  149, 
"  I  maintain  the  equality  of  the  three  persons  in  all  the 
attributes  of  the  divine  nature,  I  maintain  their  equa- 
lity in  rank  and  authority  with  respect  to  all  created 
things,  whatever  relations  or  diflferences  may  subsist 
between  themselves.**  But  their  equal  superiority  to 
ail  created  beings  is  no  prgof  at  all  of  any  proper  equa- 
lity among  themselves.  If  so,  all  men  would  be  equal 
among  themselves,  because  all  me|i  are  superior  to 
brutes. 

Your  notion  of  a  real  subordination,  which  must 
imply  inferiority  J  and  indeed  imperfection,  in  ^ny  of 
the  persons  in  the  trinity,  is  certainly  not  the  orthodoxy 
that  took  place  after  the  council  of  Nice,  and  that  of 
the  Athanasian  creed. 
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I  now  come  to  something  still  more  extraordinary. 
"  I  maintain/*  you  say,  p.  148,  "  that  the  three  per^ 
sons  are  one  being — I  maintain  that  each  person  by 
himself  is  God ;  because  each  possesses  fully  every  at* 
tribute  of  the  divine  nature."  Then,  Sir,  I  assert,  that 
you  maintain  as  palpable  a  contradiction  as  it  is  in  the 
power  of  man  to  form  an  idea  of.  The  term  being 
may  be  predicated  of  every  thing,  and  therefore  of  each 
of  the  three  persons  in  the  trinity.  For  to  say  that 
Christ,  for  instance,  is  God,  but  that  there  is  no  being'^ 
no  substance,  to  which  his  attributes  may  be  referred, 
were  manifestly  absurd }  and  therefore  when  you  say, 
that  "  each  of  these  persons  is  by  himself  God,"  you 
must  mean,  and  in  effect  say,  that  the  Father  separately 
considered,  has  a  beings  that  the  Son  likewise^  sepa- 
rately considered,  has  his  beings  and  likewise  that  the 
Holy  Spirit,  separately  considered,  has  his  being.  Now, 
Sir,  if  you  will  be  pleased  to  count  them  up,  you  will 
find  that  you  have  got  three  beings  as  well  as  three 
persons,  and  what  can  these  three  beings  be  but  three 
Gods,  without  supposing  that  there  are  "  three  co-or- 
dinate persons,  or  three  Fathers,  three  Sons,  or  three 
Holy  Ghosts.*-  If  you  like  an  algebraic  expression 
better  than  this,  it  will  stand  thus,  1+1  +  1  =3.  Have 
the  courage  then.  Sir,  to  speak  out,  and  say  what  you 
'must  mean,  if  you  have  any  meaning  at  all,  that  you 
worship  three  Gods. 

But  you  say,  p.  148,  that  "  these  three  piersons  are 
all  included  in  the  very  idea  of  a  God,  and  that  for 
that  reason,  as  well  as  for  the  identity  of  the  attributes 
in  each,  it  were  impious  and  absurd  to  say  that  there 
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are  three  Gods/'  If  there  be  any  foundation  for  this 
remark,  it  must  be  impossible  for  any  man  to  have  an 
idea  of  a  God  without  having  at  the  same  time  an  idea 
of  these  three  persons ;  and  then  either  there  cannot 
be  any  such  thing  as  an  unitarian^  denying  these  three 
persons  in  the  godhead,  or  else  all  unitarians  are  in 
fact  atheists  J  having  no  idea  of  any  God  at  all. 

As  you  seem  to  have  bewildered  yourself  very  much 
upon  the  subject  of  three  persons  and  one  God,  I  shall 
enter  a  little  further  into  the  metaphysical  analysis  of 
it.  By  the  words  being,  substance,  substratum,  &c. 
we  can  mean  nothing  more  than  the  Jbundation  as  it 
were  of  properties,  or  some  thing  to  which,  in  our 
idea,  we  refer  all  the  particular  attributes  of  whatever 
exists.  In  fact,  they  are  terms  that  may  be  predicated 
of  every  thing  that  is  the  subject  of  thought  or  dis- 
course, all  the  discrimination  of  things  depending  upon 
their  peculiar  properties.  So  that  whenever  the  pro- 
perties differ,  we  say  that  there  is  a  corresponding  dif- 
ference in  the  things,  beings,  or  substances  themselves. 
Consequently,  if  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit  differ  in 
any  respect,  so  as  to  have  different  properties,  dther 
in  relation  to  themselves  or  to  other  beings,  we  must, 
according  to  the  analogy  of  all  language,  say  that  they 
are  three  different  beings  or  substances. 

Supposing  again,  that  there  is  what  you  call  an  iden- 
tity of  attributes  in  each  of  them,  so  that,  being  con- 
sidered one  after  the  other,  no  difference  could  be  per- 
ceived even  in  idea,  as  may  be  supposed  to  be  the  case 
of  three  men,  who  should  perfectly  resemble  one  an- 
other in  all  external  and  internal  properties ;  and  sup- 
posing, moreover,  that  there  should  be  a  perfect  coin- 
cidence in  all  their  thoughts  and  actions }  though  there 
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c^ht  be  a  perfect  harmony  among  them,  and  this  might 
be  called  unity  ^  they  would  still  be  numerically  three. 
Consequently,  though  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit  had 
no  real  differences,  but  as  you  say,  p.  1 45,  they  had 
"  the  most  perfect  identity  of  nature,  the  most  entire 
unity  of  will»  and  consent  of  intellect,  and  an  incessant 
co-operadon  in  the  exertion  of  common  powers,  to  a 
common  purpose,*'  yet  would  they,  according  to  the 
analogy  of  language,  not  be  one  Gorf,  but  three  Gods; 
or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  they  would  be  three  beings^ 
with  equal  divine  natures,  just  as  the  three  men  would 
be  three  beings  with  equal  human  natures. 

Had  you  never  heard  of  the  Parmenides^  I  should 
have  had  some  hopes  of  your  understanding  these  mo- 
dem metaphysics »  But  though  I  suppose  I  have  left 
you  hr  behind  (perhaps  gone  to  look  into  Plato,  to  see 
what  he  says  on  the  subject)  I  shall  proceed  without 
you,  and  give  the  modem  reader  my  opinion  with  re. 
spect  to  the  proper  and  only  intelligible  use  of  the  word 
"person. 

The  term  beings  ^s  I  have  observed,  may  be  predi- 
cated of  every  thing,  without  distinction ;  but  the  term 
person  is  limited  to  intelligent  beings.  Three  men, 
therefore,  are  not  only  three  beings,  but  likewise  three 
persons ;  the  former  is  the  genusy  and  the  latter  the 
species.  But  a  person  is  not  less  a  being  on  this  ac- 
count ;  for  each  man  may  be  said  to  t^  a  being,  as  well 
as  a  person.  Consequently,  though  the  word  person 
be  properly  applied  to  each  of  the  three  component 
parts  of  your  trinity,  yet  as  person  is  a  species,  com- 
prehended under  the  genus  beings  they  must  be  three 
beings,  as  well  as  three  persons. 

While  you.  Sir,  are  either  absent,  or  wondering  at 
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these  novehiesj  I  proceed  to  observe,  that  the  term  Ggd 
is  a  subdividon  under  the  term  person ;  because  we  de- 
fine Godj  to  be  an  intelligent  being  possessed  of  all 
possible  perfections.  Consequently,  if  the  Father,  Son, 
and  Spirit,  be  each  of  them  possessed  of  all  possible 
perfections,  which  you  do  not  deny,  they  are  each  of 
them  a  person^  each  of  them  a  being j  and  each  of  them 
a  God ;  and  what  is  this  but  making  three  Gods  f 
Avoid  this  conclusion  from  these  principles,  or  assume 
other  principles  more  just  and  natural,  if  you  can. 

These,  Sir,  if  you  be  within  hearing  at  all,  are  such 
metaphysics  as  you  might  have  learned  from  Mr.  Locke 
if  you  had  not  been,  unfortunately  for  yourself  and  your 
flock,  poring  so  long  over  the  Parmenides.  Tou  will 
probably  object  to  my  definition  of  the  word  person^  as 
applied  to  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity;  but  if  you  give 
any  other  definition,  I  will  venture  to  assert,  that  you 
might  as  well  say,  that  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  are 
three  Abracadabra*s  as  three  persons.  They  will  be 
equally  words  without  meaning. 

Athanadus,  and  many  of  the  ancient  fathers,  after 
the  council  of  Nice,  became  absolute  tritheists  on  this 
principle,  believing  that  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  are 
no  otherwise  orte^  than  as  three  particular  men  may  be 
conadered  as  one.  Athanasius,  considering  this  very 
difficulty,  says,  '^  since  the  Father  is  called  God,  the 
Son  God,  and  the  Holy  Spirit  God,  how  is  it  that  there 
are  not  three  Gods  ?"  he  answers,  "  because  where 
there  is  a  common  nature,  the  name  of  the  dignity  is 
likewise  common*/*  And  he  illustrates  this,  by  God's 

*  Ka<  ifwg  (pri<ri  Svvai'ai  XByeoriai  o  itoLtr^p  ^eog,  xau  i  vtos  ^co^> 
xau  ro  Ttvfviut  ro  dyiov  ^sog,  xai  ov  tpsis  Biffi  ^soi;  dvoo  xoira  ra 
rr^g  ^vtrstos,  xoivov  kcu  ovofba  r^;  a^ia$»  De  Communi  ~ 
Opera,  vol.  i.  p.  213. 
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calling  the  whole  human  race  by  the  name  oF  marij  in 
the  singular  iiumber^  and  by  Moses's  speaking  of  the 
horse  ind  the  horseman  being  drowned  in  the  Red  Sea, 
when  in  fact,  great  numbers  of  each  sort  were  intended. 
"  If  this,"  says  he,  *'  be  the  case*  with  respect  to  men, 
who  differ  so  much  as  they  do  from  each  other,  so  that 
all  men  may  be  called  one  man^  much  more  may  we 
call  the  trinity  one  God,  when  their  dignity  is  undivided, 
they  have  one  kingdom,  one  power,  will,  and  energy, 
which  distinguishes  the  trinity  from  created  things*." 

I  am  far  from  saying  that  Athanasius  is  consistent 
with  himself  in  this  account  of  the  unity  of  the  three 
persons  in  the  trinity ;  for  he  elsewhere  says  that  there 
is  one  God^  because  there  is  one  unbegotten  Father^  the 
sole  fountain  of  deity,  &c.  but  this  representation  oc- 
curs in  many  of  the  fathers,  and  in  my  larger  history 
I  shall  show  to  what  a  variety  of  other  miserable  sub- 
terfuges the  orthodox  were  driven  to  maintain  the  unity 
of  their  trinity. 

In  the  dialogue  against  the  Macedonians,  written  after 
the  age  of  Athanasius,  the  orthodox  speaker  is  repre- 
sented as  saying,  "  as  Paul,  Peter,  and  Timothy,  are  of 
one  nature,  and  three  hypostases;  so  I  say,  the  Father, 
Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  are  three  hypostases,  and  one 

nature  t." 

,You  say,  p.  5,  "  The  opinion  of  three  persons  in 
the  godhead,  unrelated  to  each  other,  and  distinct  in 
all  respects,  is  rank  tritheism ;  because  what  are  un- 

iitov  &  afispiarro$  -^  a^ta,  fji^ix  ^a<n\eia,  jUrta  $vyafji.is,  kou  jSouAi^  xai 
svefy/sia,  iSia^ova'a,  njv  rpia$a,  ato  rrjs  xncewsy  sva  XsyoD  ^£0V.  Do 
Communi  Essentia,  Opera,  vol.  i.  p.  214. 

xai  rp^is  vTtoarao'eis,  ovtoos  Uarepa,  xeu  *Tioy,  Hpu  *Ayioy  TLvevif^, 
tpBis  vifQ7ro(,<rsi$  Xeyoj,  xm  ii»ia,f  ^vo'iy.    Opera^  vol.  ii.  p.  2^. 
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related,  and  distinct  in  all  respects,  are  many  in  all  re- 
spects y  and  being  many  in  all  respects,  cannot  in  any 
respect  be  one/'  But  no  relatioriy  let  it  be  ever  so  inti^ 
mate,  can  remove  their  numerical  difference.  Let  three 
men  be  connected  in  any  manner  that  you  can  imagine, 
they  can  only  be  one,  as  partaking  of  the  same  nature, 
and  therefore,  though  they  resemble  one  another  ever  so 
much,  they  can  only  be  said  tp  be  similar  in  all  respects; 
but  still  they  will  be  numerically  three.  In  like  man- 
ner, suppose  any  relations  you  plqase,  known  or  un- 
known, between  the  three  persons  to  whom  the  title 
of  God  equally  belongs,  they  will  no  more  make  one 
God,  than  three  related  men  can  make  one  man,  but 
mlist  be  numerically  three  Gods.  Councils  and  Synods^ 
kings  and  houses  of  parliament,  may  decree  that  three 
are  one,  and  archdeacons  may  defend  the  doctrine,  but 
miracles  cannot  prove  it*  As  you  and  your  friends  say 
with  respect  to  some  late  proceedings  in  the  Royal  So- 
ciety, "  Two  and  two  ever  will  be^bttr,  and  the  three 
angles  of  a  triangle  will  be  equal  to  two  right  angles/* 

But  I  find  it  is  in  vain  to  appeal  to  reason,  or  even 
to  the  scriptures.  Your  doctrine  of  the  trinity  was  not 
derived  from  reason  or  the  scriptures,  but  from  Plato. 
"  I  then  set  myself,"  you  say,  p,  166,  "  to  consider 
whether  I  knew  enough  of  the  divine  unity  to  pro- 
nounce the  triiiity  an  infringement  of  it.  Upon  this 
point  the  platonists,  whose  acquaintance  I  now  began 
to  cultivate,  soon  brought  me  to  a  right  mind/* 

They  did  the  same  good  office  for  Austin  before  you, 
and  I  fear  they  are  still  doing  tjie  same  for  others,  not- 
withstanding the  cautions  given  us  in  the  scriptures 
against  the  mixture  of  vain  and  absurd  philosophy  with 
Christianity.     You  kindly  advise  me  to  take  the  same 
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course- ,   *f  If/*  you  say,  p.  142,  ^*  you  imagine  that 
the  absolute  unity  of  the  divine  substance  is  more 
easily  to  be  explained  than  the  trinity,  let  me  entreat 
you,  Sir,  to  read  the  Parmenides.     It  is  indeed  in 
Plato's  school,  if  anywhere,  that  a  man's  eyes  are 
likely  to  be  opened  to  his  own  ignorance."     But,  Sir, 
what  must  they  do  who  cannot  read  the  Parmenides  ? 
I  suppose  they  must  go  without  the  doctrine  of  the  tri. 
nity,  and  like  the  lower  order  of  christians  in  the  time 
of  Origen,  be  content  with  the  corporeal  gospel^  the 
'  plain  doctrine  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  him  crucified.  But 
with  this  the  apostle  Paul  was  contented,  and  so  am  I. 
I  have,  however,  read  the  Parmenides ;  and  though 
I  expect  you  will  exult  over  me  as  usual,  calling  me, 
p.  15-,  a  child  in  platonism,  and  say,  that  ''  I  cannot 
apprehend  a  platonic  notion  when  it  is  clearly  set  be- 
fore  me  J*  p.  124,  I  have  no  scruple  to  declare,  that  I 
was  not  able  to  get  one  ray  of  good  sense  from  the 
whole  of  it ;  I  should  even  think  the  extracting  of 
sun-beams  from  cucumbers  the  more  hopeful  project 
of  the  two.     And  so  for  am  I  from  advising  the  read- 
ing of  it  for  any  useful  purpose,  that  I  should  rather 
say,  if  a  man  perceives  any  incipient  cloudiness  in  his 
head,  and  wishes  to  have  the  little  understanding  that 
he  has  left  utterly  confounded,  let  him  read  the  Par- 
menides*.    I  shall  say  the  same  with  respect  to  almost 
all  the  metaj[)hysics  of  the  ancients ;  and  it  is  very  pos- 
sible that  I  may  have  given  as  much  attention  to  these 

*  Among  other  mysteries ,  as  Mr.  Svdenham  calls  them,  of  the 
Firmenides,  Plato,  after  showing  that  littleness  cannot  belong  either 
to  the  whole  or  the  part  of  any  thing,  condodes,  that  *'  nothing  is 
Hitle  but  littleness  itself"  wh  ri  s<rn  <rp*i>ipov  itXyjy  avrijf  ty^$  ctili- 
xp^Tiirof.  It  would  be  no  bad  parody  on  fhis  to  say.  Nothing  is 
l^onsenaical  but  nonsense  itself;  and  this  nonsense  (if  it  can  exist 
in  the  abstract)  is  in  the  Parmenides.  • 


286  LETTERS  TO  THE 

things  as  you  have  done,  though  I  have  not  been  sd 
ostentatious  of  it.  Any  person  smce  the  time  of  Mr. 
Locke  may  say  this  of  all  the  ancients  without  much 
arrogance.  So  far,  however,  I  agree  with  you,  that 
the  istudy  of  the  Parmenides  may  do  very  well  by  way 
of  preparation  for  that  of  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  *« 

III. 

Perhaps  the  most  extraordinary  part  of  your  whole 
performance  is  what  you  say  of  the  mysteriousness  of 
the  doctrine  of  the  divine  unity y  and  of  the  unitarians 
having  nothing  to  plead  for  themselves  but  single  texts 
of  scripture,  interpreted  in  a  figurative  manner.  "  If 
the  word*'  (spoken  of  by  John)  you  say,  p.  138,  "be 
the  divine  attribute  wisdom,  then  that  attribute,  in  the 
degree  which  was  equal  to  the  formation  of  the  uni- 
verse, in  this  view  of  the  scripture  doctrine,  was  con- 
veyed entire  into  the  mind  of  a  mere  man,  the  son  of  a 
Jewish  carpenter.  A  much  greater  difficulty,  in  my 
apprehension,  than  any  that  is  to  be  found  in  the  ca- 
tholic faith.?' 

In  reading  this  and  other  passages  in  your  Letters,  I 
cannot  help  admiring  your  talent  of  lessenings  the  dif- 
ficulties of  your  own  scheme,  and  magnifying  those  of 
others.  If  you  use  the'  same  telescope,  you  certainly 
turn  diflFerent  ends  to  diffisrent  objects. 

Pray,  Sir,  what  Socinian  ever  maintained  that  **  the 
divine  attribute  wisdom,  in  the  degree  which  was  equal 

*  If  Plato's  school  has  this  talismanic  power  of  opemng  a  ma»  s 
eyes  to  his  otvn  ignorance,  I  would  advise  Dr.  Horsley  lo  continae 
in  it  a  while  longer  j  f9r  this  is  a  branch  of  science  in  which  ibe 
has  yet  something  to  learn.  Nor  will  it  be  amiss  if  he  takc^  nj* 
good  and  able  ally  aloilfe  with  hiqi  >  though,  as  it  will  IcMcn  nil 
presumption^  it  may  hurt  him  as  a  Reviewer y  which,  nodouW* 
ought  to  be  considered. 
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to  the  formation  of  the  universe,  was  conveyed  entire 
into  the  mind  of  Jesus  Christ  ?"  What  we  believe, 
and  all  that  is  required  by  our  interpretation  of  the 
logos  (as  meaning  the  divine  attribute  wisdom)  is^  that 
a  portion  only  df  the  same  wisdom  that  formed  the 
universe  was  communicated  to  Christ,  a  portion  suiS- 
cieat  to  enable  him  to  do  what  he  actually  did,  and  to 
say  what  he  actually  said.  The  Socinians  do  not  be- 
lieve that  Christ  made  the  universe,  or  that  he  was  any 
way  instrumental  in  making  it. 

For  my  own  part,  I  never  before  heard  of  or  sij* 
spected  any  difficulty  in  God's  making  man  the  instru* 
ment  by  which  to  do  what  man  alone  could  not  do. 
Did  not  God  suggest  to  Moses  what  he  could  not  have 
delivered  of  himself?  In  many  of  the  miracles  which 
attended  the  release  of  the  Israelites  from  Egyptian 
bondage,  and  their  passage  through  the  wilderness, 
Moses  was  the  immediate  or  ostensible  agent,  but  the 
power  was  of  God ;  and  yet  this  was  no  proper  in- 
fusing of  the  divine  power  into  Moses.  The  power 
was  still  the  incommunicable  attribute  of  the  Divine 
Being*  Accordingly,  Jesus  says^  that  it  was  not  him- 
self^  but  the  Father  within  him,  or  acting  by  him,  that 
did  the  works  j  and  that  the  words  which  he  spake  were 
not  his  own.  Moreover,  he  says  of  the  apostles,  that 
they  should  do  greater  things  than  he  himself  had 
done.  Frona  this,  then,  you  ought* to  conclude,  that 
the  divine  attributes  of  wisdom  and  power  were  con- 
veyed entire  into  the  minds  of  the  apostles,  or  even 
that  they  were  Gods  superior  to  Christ^  Such  rea^n- 
ing  as  this  I  have  hardly  patience  to  refute.  But 
surely  you  cannot  be  serious  in  Saying  that  this  diffi- 
culty in  the  Socinian  scheme  is  equal  to  that  of  thre^ 
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persons,  in  one  God  in  the  Athanasian  trinity,  or  to  that 
in  your  own  account  of  the  PUtonic  trinity. 

But  ^haps  the.  most  extraordinary  part  of  yoor 
whole  work  will  be  thought  to  be  the  foUowing :  In 
answer  to  my  saying  that  ^'  many  passages  in  scripture 
inculcate  the  doctrine  of  the  divine  unity  in  the  clearest 
and  strongest  manna^,"  you  say,  p.  141,  ^^  Be  pleased. 
Sir,  to  produce  one  of  the  many;''  meaning  evidently^ 
that  there  is  no  such  passage;  and  p.  IT^  you  add, 
^^  the  unitarians  themselves  pretend  not  that  their  doc- 
trine is  to  be  found  in  the  plain  literal  sense  of  holy 
writ.  On  the  contrary,  they  take  the  greatest  pains  to 
explain  away  the  literal  meaning/' 

Now,  Sir,  if  you  had  really  read  any  unitarian  trea- 
tise  at  all,  you  tnust  have  known  that  this  representa- 
tion is  the  reverse  of  the  fact.  We  unitarians  certainly 
pretend  at  least,  whether  we  be  able  to  prove  it  or  not, 
that  the  general  tenor ^  and  plain  literal  sense  ofscrip^ 
ture  is  in  our  favour ;  that  they  are  only  particular 
iexts^  and  those  ill-understood,  that  you  avail  your- 
selves of;  and  we  say  that  there  b  no  difficulty  in  in- 
terpreting even  those  texts  in  perfect  consistency  with 
the  unitarian  doctrine,  if  the  true  idiom  of  the  lan- 
guage be  considered. 

You  complain  of  my  not  reading,  but  only  looking 
through  authors.  But  surely  you  cannot  have  even 
looked  through  the  very  Letters  of  mine  that  you  are 
professedly  replying  to.  Let  me  therefore  bring  again 
before  your  view  a  paragraph  or  two  in  those  letters, 
whtch,  as  hr  as  pretensions  go,  directly  contradict  your 
confident  assertion.  See  p.  90^  where  you  will  find  as 
follows :  *^  I  will  venture  to  say,  that  for  one  text  in 
which  you  can  pretend  to  find  any  thing  harsh  or  dif- 
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ficulcto.me,  I  will  engage  to  produce  ten  that  shall 
create  more  difficulty  to  you.     How  strangely  must 
you  torture  the  plainest  language^  and  in  which  there 
is  not  ia  shadow  of  figure  to  interpret  to  your  purpose, 
1  Tim.  iii  5,  There  is  one  God,  and  one  mediator  ie-^ 
iween  God  and  man,  the  man  Christ  Jesus ;  ]  Cor. 
viii.  6,  To  us  there  is  but  one  Gody  the  Father^  oj^ 
whom  are  all  t kings, •  and  we  in  him,  and  one  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  J  by  whom  are  all  things^  and  we  by  him^ 
or  that  expression  of  our  Saviour  himself,  Johii  xyii.  2^ 
Thai  they  wight  know  thee,  the  only  trtie  God,  and 
Jesus  Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent.    Never  upbraid  us 
unitarians  with  torturing  the  scriptures,  while  you  have 
these  and  a  hundred  other  plain  texts  to  strain  at,  and 
to  bend  to  your  Athanasian  hypothesis;  besides  many 
general  arguments,  from  reason  and  the  scriptures,  of 
more  real  force  than  any  pardcular  texts,  to  answer/^ 
.   This,  Sir,  was  certainly  answering  your  challenge  to 
produce  one  plain  text  in  favour  of  the  unitarian  doc- 
trine before  it  was  thrown  out.     I  appeal  to  yourself 
for  the  obvious  sense  of  the  passages  I  have  now  re- 
cited ;  and  you  say,  p.  23,  "  It  is  a  principle  with  me, 
that  the  true  sense  of  any  phrase  in  the  New  Testament 
is  what  may  be  called  its  standing  sense,  that  which 
will  be  the  first  to  occur  to  compion  people  of  every 
country  and  in  every  age*.'* 

I  would  also  refer  you  to  a  small  piece  I  lately  pub« 
lished,  entitled  A  general  View  of  the  Arguments  for 

*  It  is  remarkable  that  the'orthodox,  even  after  the  council  of 
Nice^  complained  of  the  advantage  which  the  uuitariAis  had  in  ap- 
pealing to  the  literal  sense  of  the  scriptures.  '^  If/'  says  Gregory 
Nyssen^  'Va  man  rests  in  th>9  bare  letter,  so  &r  he  judaizes  in  opi-, 
nlon^  and  has  not  learned  that  a  christian  is  not  the  disciple  of  the 
letter^  but  of  the  spirit  ^  for  the  letter  killeth,  but  the  spirit  giveth 
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the  Unity  of  God>  and  against  the  Divinity  and  Pr^ 
existence  of  Christy  from  Reason,  from  the  Scriptures^ 
and  from  History,  which  you  seem*  to  have  seen,  as 
you  refer  to  my  twopenny  pamphlets^  for  this  is  sold 
for  two- pence.  There  you  will  find,  not  only  thatSo- 
dnians  pretend  to  have  the  clear  sense  of  scripture  in 
their  favour,  but  many  of  those  passages,  expressive  of 
that  clear  sense,  produced.  I  there  observe,  p.  10,  that 
*^  the  scriptures  contain  the  clearest  and  the  most  ex* 
press  declarations  that  there  i^  but  one  God^  without 
ever  mentioning  any  exception  in  favour  of  a  trinity,  or 
guarding  us  against  being  led  into  any  mistake  by  such 
general  and  unlimited  expressions."  And  if  this  Ian* 
guage,  as  you  suppose,  always  respect^  the  multipli- 
city of  gods  among  the  heathens,  why  is  this  one  God 
in  the  New  Testament  always  called  the  Father^  and 
even  the  God  and  Father  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ? 
and  why  are  we  no  where  told  that  this  one  God  is  the 
trinity^  consisting  of  the  Father^  the  Son^  and  the 
Holy  Ghost  f  This,  Sir,  is  ihe  language  of  your  litany 
only.  The  Bible  used  in  our  conventicles  contains  no 
such  barbarous  jargon. 

I  would  also  recommend  to  your  perusal  another 
pamphlet  of  mine,  called  An  Appeal  to  the  serious  and 
candid  Professors  of  Christianity,  of  which  more  than 

life."  Ouxouy,  Bi  ^iXw  Ttapay^Bvei  fut  ypafif^xri,  xat  Kara  fovti  f« 
l^spog  lovSat^si  rp  yv(Of/.yi,  ytai  ovirw  irsirctihvroLi  on  ov^^  ypa\tfcee^i 
sort  XfurrtaiLvos  jxaOijri^^,  aAA«  vvsvfMuros,  ro  yap  ypaM*\ua^  fijw* 
aKVH.tBivBVi  ro  Ib  'gn^^a  ^wvjtoiBi.  Contra  Eunomium  Oratio  xvu 
Opera,  vol.  ii.  p.  341. 

It  is  to  be  observed  J  that  byjuc/aizing  was  meant  adopting  tbt 
doctrine  of  the  simple  humanity  of  Christ,  For  the  ancient  ii^ 
tarians  were  commonly  compared  by  the  orthodox  to  Jews»  ant 
the  Arians  to  Gentiles,  as  worshippers  of  two  Gods,  the  Arian  lo- 
gos not  bein0  of  the  same  substance  with  the  Father;  and  thereforf 
a  maker  of  tno  worlds  or  a  God,  quite  distinct  from  him. 
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'  ten  thousand  have  been  sold  for  a  penny  each ;  and  of 

(  this  I  have  lately  published  a  new  edition,  and  have  an- 

i  nexed  to  ft  the  remarkable  Trial  of  Mr.  Elwdlj  of 

Wolverhampton,  in  this  neighbourhood,  for  his  publi- 
i  catbns  in  defence  of  the  Socinian  doctrine.    These 

»  small  publications  of  mine  have,  I  trust,  doiie  much 

good,  though  you  will  call  it  much  mischief,  in  this 


I 


\ 


i  country ;  and  I  rejoice  in  perceiving  the  increase  of 


I  this  good  or  this  mischief  eyery  day ;  and  I  have  no 

i  doubt  of  the  successful  spread  of  religious  truth  by 

|;i  means  oi  these  publications,  notwithstanding  all  you 

I  can  do  to  counteract  them,  as  you  boast,  by  means  of 

i  the  Monthly  Review. 


IV. 


I  In  one  thing  I  am  glad  to  find  that  you  and  I  enter* 
i           tain  the  same  opinion,  which  is,  that  there  is  no  me« 

II  dium  between  admitdng  the  simple  humanity  of  Christy 

I  and  that  he  is  properly  God.    ^^  Having  once  ad- 
it         mitted,"  you  say,  p.  1 62,  ^^  his  pre-existence  in  an  ex« 

II  alted  state,  I  saw  the  necessity  of  placing  him  at  the 
head  of  the  creation.     Being  thus  convinced  that  our 

\  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  indeed  the  maker  of  all  things,  I 

found  that  I  could  not  rest  satisfied  with  the  notion  of 
a  maker  of  the  universe^  not  God.  I  saw  that  all  the 
extravagancies  of  the  Gnostics  hung  upon  that  one 
principle,  and  I  could  have  litde  opinion  of  the  truth 
of  a  principle  which  seemed  so  big  with  mischief." 

You  also  observe,  very  justly,  p.  1S7,  "  Can  any 
power  or  wisdom  less  than  the  supreme  be  a  sufficient 
ground  for  the  trust  we  are  required  to  place  in  provi- 
dence i  Make  the  wisdom  and  the  power  of  our  ruler 
what  you  please,  still,  upon  the  Arian  principle,  it  is 

v2 
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the  wisdom  and  the  power  of  a  creature^  Where  then 
will  be  the  certainty  that  the  evil  which  we  find  in  the 
world  has  not  crept  in  through  some .  imperfection  in 
the  original  contrivance,  or  in  the  present  manage- 
ment; since  every  intellect  below  the  first  may  be 
liable  to  error,  and  any  power  short  of  the  supreme 
may  be  inadequate  to  purposes  of  a  certain  magnitude  ? 
But  if  evil  may  have  crept  in  thus,  what  assurance  can 
we  have  that  it  will  ever  be  extirpated  ?'' 

But  if  there  be  no  proper  medium  between  the  Atha- 
naaan  and  the  Socinian  scheme,  which  I  readily  adinit, 
I  also  maintain  that  there  is  no  medium  at  all  between 
the  Socinian  doctrine  an4^  an  absolute  contradiction^ 
for  such  Athanasianism  is;  so  that  there  is  no  resource 
but  in  the  Socinian  doctrine,  oppose  it  as  much  as  you 
wUL  I  am,  &c. 


z' 


LETTER   IIV. 

0/  Prayer  to  Christ. 

.   Rev.  Sir, 

m 

Having  got  three  persons,  all  of  them  possessed  of 
all  divine  perfections,  all  of  them  having  intercourse 
with  mankind,  and  consequently  all  of  them  naturally 
objects  of  prayer,  I  do  not  wonder  that  you  appear  to 
be  a  Utile  embarrassed  in  your  ideas  of  what  is  propar 
to  be  done  with  respect  to  each  of  them,  individually 
considered.  *'  That  the  Father,*'  you  say,  p.  103, 
^*  is  a  proper  object  of  prayer,  God  forbid  that  I  should 
ever  not  acknowledge.  That  he  is  the  proper  object, 
in  the  sense  in  which  you  seem  to  make  the  assertion. 
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in  prejudice  and  exclusion  of  the  other  persons,  God 
forbid  that  I  should  ever  concede.    I  deny  not  that 
there  is  an  honour  pefrsonally  due  to  him  as  the  Father. 
There  is  also  an  honour  personally  due  to  the  Son^  as 
the  Son^  and. to  the  Spirit  a^  the  Spirit,  but  our  know- 
ledge of  the  personal  distinctions  is  so  obscure,  in 
comparison  of  our  apprehension  of  the  general  attri* 
butes  of  the  godhead,  that  it  should  seem  that  the  du 
vi7M7y  (the  TO  B^tov)  is  rather  to  be  generally  worshipped 
in  the  three  persons  jointly,  and  indifferently,  than  that 
any  disdnct  honours  are  to  be  offered  to  each  sepa- 
rately.   Prayer,  however,  for  succour  against  external 
persecution,  seems  addressed  with  particular  propriety 
to  the  Son." 

Now,  Sir,  as  this  is  a  thing  that  relates  to  practice j 
I  should  have  imagined  that,  if  each  of  the  three  per- 
sons had  b?en  to  be  addressed  separately,  we  should 
have  been  distinctly  informed  concerning  the  circum- 
stances in  which  we  were  to  pray  to  one  of  them,  and 
not  to  the  others ;  considering  how  difficult  it  must  be, 
from  the  nature  of  the  thing,  for  mere  men  to  di- 
stinguish the  separate  rights  of  three  divine  persons^ 
That  you  yourself  have  made  some  mistake  in  this 
business,  will  not,  I  think,  be  difficult  to  show.  In 
order  to  this,  let  us  consider  how  your  supposition  or 
theory^  corresponds  to  xhtfact.  For  if  it  be  not  sup- 
ported by  corresponding  facts,  how  ingenious  or  pro- 
bable soever  it  may  seem  to  be,  a  priori^  it  must  fall 
to  the  ground.  Ypu  will  agree  with  me,  I  imagine, 
that  the  apostles  and  primitive  christians  knew  whether 
the  Father  or  the  Son  was  the  more  proper  object  of 
prayer  in  the  time  of  persecution.   Let  us  see  then  both 
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what  directions  they  gave,  and  also  what  they  them- 
selves actually  did  in  this  case. 

The  apostle  James^  writing  to  christians  in  a  state  of 
persecution,  says,  ch.  i.  2.  '&c.  My  brethren  count  it 
all  joy  when  ye  fall  into  divers  temptations^  or  trials, 
&c.  If  any  of  you  lack  wisdom,  let  him  ask  of  God. 
Tou  will  hardly  say  that  in  this  he  advises  them  to  apply 
to  Christy  or  to  the  trinity j  for  direction  in  these  cir- 
cumstances. If  you  do,  I  will  venture  to  assert^  that 
your  hypothesis  has  no  countenance  either  in  the  scrip- 
tures, or  in  any  christian  writer  before  the  coundl  of 
Nice*  For  they  all  understood  the  Father  alone  to 
be  intended  whenever  mention  is  made  of  God  abso- 
lutely. 

Peter,' writing  to  christians  in  the  same  situation,  says, 
1  Pet.  iv.  19,  wherefore  let  them  that  suffer  according 
to  the  will  of  God  commit  the  keeping  of  their  souls  to 
him  in  well  doing,  as  unto  a  faithful  creator.  This  is 
certiainly  meant  of  God  the  Father  ;  but  more  evidently 
must  we  so  interpret,  1  Pet.  v.  10,  The  God  of  all 
grace  J  who  has  called  us  into  his  eternal  glory  by 
Christ  Jesus,  after  that  ye  have  sicffered  a  while,  make 
you  perfect,  establish^  strengthen,  settle  you,  I  do  not 
find  here,  or  any  where  else  in  the  scriptures,  any  di- 
rection to  pray  to  Christ  in  rime  of  persecution,  or  in- 
deed, ia  any  other  circumstances. 

Let  us  now  attend  to  some  particulars  in  the  history 
of  the  apostles.  When  Herod  had  put  to  death  James, 
the  brother  of  John,  and  imprisoned  Peter,  we  read, 
Acts  xii.  5^  that  prayer  was  made  without  ceasing  of 
the  church  to  God,  not  to  Christ,  for  him.  When  Paul 
and  Silas  were  m  prison  at  Pbilippi,  we  read.  Acts  xvi. 
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25,  that  they  sung  praises  to  Gody  not  to  Christ.  And 
tvheh  Paul  was  warned  of  what  would  befal  him  if  he 
went  to  Jerusalem,  Acts  xxi.  14,  he  said,  the  will  of 
the  Lord  be  done.  This,  you  must  suppose,  was  meant 
of  God  thd  Father  J  because  Christ  himself  used  the 
same  language  in  this,  sense,  when,  in  praying  to  the 
Father,  he  said.  Not  my  will  but  thine  be  done. 

These,  you  may  perhaps  say,  are  only  incidental  cir* 
cutnstancesy  on  which  no  great  stress  is  to  be  laid* 
But  in  Acts  vi.  24.  &c.  we  have  a  prayer  of  some  length 
addressed  to  God  the  Father,  at  the  very  beginning  of 
the  persecution  of  christians,  when.Peter  and  John  had 
been  examined  before  the  high  priest,  and  his  court, 
and  had  been  threatened  by  them*  As  I  suspect  that 
you  may  not  have  given  .much  attention  to  the  tenor  oJF 
it,  I  shall  recite  the  whole,  which  is  as  follows :  *^  And 
when  they  heard  that,  they  lifted  up  their  voice  to  God, 
with  one  accord,  and  said.  Lord,  thou  art  God,  who 
hast  made  heaven  and«earth,  and  the  sea,  and  all  that 
in  them  is ;  who  by  the  mouth  of  thy  servant  David, 
hast  ssdd,  Why  did  the  heathen  rage  and  the  people 
imagine  vain  things  ?  The  kings  of  the  earth  stood  up^ 
and  the  rulers  were  gathered  together^  against  the 
liordy  and  against  his  Christ.  For  of  a  truth  against 
thy  holy  child"  (or  servant)  "  Jesus  whom  thoii  hast 
anointed,  both  Herod  and  Pontius  Pilate,  with  the 
Gentiles,  and  the  people  of  Israel,  were  gathered  to- 
gether, for  to  do  whatsoever  thy  hand  ahd  thy  counsel 
determined  before  to  be  done.  And  now.  Lord,  behold 
their  threatenings,  and  grant  unto  thy  servants^  that 
^th  all  boldness  they  may  speak  thy  word,  by  stretch- 
ing forth  thy  hand  to  heal ;  and  that  signs  and  wonders 
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may  be  done  by  the  name  of  thy  holy  child".{or  servant) 
«  Jesus/' 

We  have  now  examined  some  particulars  both  of  the 
instructions^  and  the  examples  of  scripture,  tirith  regard 
to  the  proper  object  of  prayer  in  time. oF. persecution; 
from. which  it  appears,  that,  even  in  this  case,  we  have 
no  authority  to  pray  to  any  other  than  that  one  God, 
to  whom  Christ  himself  prayed  in  his  affliction ;  and  if 
we  be  not  authorized  to  pray  to .  Christ  in  time  of  per* 
secution,  there  is,  by  yoj^ir  own  acknowledgement,  less 
propriety  in  praying  to  him  on  any  other  occasion. 

As  you  profess  a  great  regard  for  those  who  are 
called  apostolical  fathers^  let  us  attend  to  the  prayer 
of  Polycarp  when  he  was  tied  to  the  stake,  ready  to  be 
burned  alive.  Now  this  prayer,  w^ich  is  a  pretty  x^ 
markable  one,  is  addressed  to  God  the  Father  and  not 
.  to  Christ  \  so  that  this  disciple  of  the  aposlJe  John  did 
not  think  the  example  of  Stephen  any  precedent  for 
him.  The  prayer  begins  as  follows,:  "  O  Lord,  God 
Almighty,  the  Father  of  thy  well-beloved  and  blessed 
Son  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  we  have  received  the  know- 
ledge of  thee,  the  God  of  angels  and  powers,  and  of 
every  creature,  and  especially  of  the  whole  race  of  just 
men,**  &c. 

You  see  then.  Sir,  how  greatly  you  have  been  misled 
by  your  speculative  theology y  by  your  attention  to  par- 
ticular texts,  smgle  incidents,  and  imaginary  proprie^ 
ties^  without  attending  to  the  general  tenor  of  ecripture, 
the  plain  directions  that  are  there  given  for  our  com 
duct,  and  the  constant  practice  of  the  apostles,  which 
supply  the  best  interpretation  of  their  doctrine.  To. 
conclude,  as  you  have  done  from  the  single  case  of 


IP 

fe< 
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Stephen,  that  all  christians  are  authorized  to  pr^y  to 
Christ,  is  like  concluding  that  all  matter  has  aten- 
4\  dency  to  go  upwards,  because  a  needle  will  do  so 
when  a  magnet  is  held  over  it.  When  you  shall  be  in 
1  the  same  circumstance^  with  Stephen,  having  your 
I  mind  strongly  impressed  with  a  vision  of  Christ  sitting 
I  at  the  right-hand  of  God,  you  may  then,  perhaps,  be 
i  authorized  to  address  yourself  to  him  as  be  did ;  but 

f     -    the  whole  tenor  of  the  scriptures  proves  that,  otherwise, 
\         you  have  no.  authority  at  all  for  any  such  practice. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER   XV. 

Of  the  Unitarian  Principles  with  respect  to  Maha'* 

metanism  and  Infidelity. 

Rev,  Sir, 

W  E  are  not,  I  hope,  to  judge  of  your  acquaintance 
with  the  opinions  of  the  ancients  (which  we  have  dig- 
nified with  the  name  of  learning)  by  the  correctness 
with  which  you  state  the  opinions  of  the  moderns, 
even  those  which  you  undertake  to  controvert,  and 
therefore  ought  to  have  studied.  H[pre,  Sir,  you  cer- 
tiunly  have  no  choice  but  of  the  grossest  ignorance^ 
and  consequently  presumption^  or  the  most  perverse 
and  wilful  of  all  misrepresentations.  Your  ignorance 
of  the  state  of  the  dissenters,  of  which  a  sufficient  spe- 
cimen has  been  given,  shows-  that  you  ate  far  from 
being  at  home  even  in  your  own^ountry ;  but  the  ac- 
count you  give  in  your  sixteenth  letter,  of  the  priar 
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ciples  of  the  unitarians,  and  the  relation  they  bear  fo 
those  of  unbelievers,  is  such  as  can  hardly  be  accounted 
for  from  mere  ignorance*  I  fear  it  has  a  worse  origin. 
I  hope  I  shall  not  be  thought  uncandid ;  but  I  cannot 
put  any  favourable  construction  upon  your  insinuatbns 
on  this  subject. 

You  say,  p.  151,  **  the  whole  difference  ^between 
you  and  them "  (that  is,  between  the  unitarhns  and 
Mahometans )  "  seems  very  inconsiderable.  The  tnie 
mussulman  believes  as  much,  or  rather  more,  of  Christ 
than  the  unitarian  requires  to  be  believed ;  and  though 
the  unitarians  have  not  yet  recognized  the  divine  mis* 
eion  of  Mahomet,  there  is  good  ground  to  think  they 
will  not  long  stand  out.  In  unitarian  writings  of  the 
last  century,  it  is  allowed  of  Mahomet  that  he  had  no 
other  design  than  to  restore  the  belief  of  the  unity  of 

God. Of  his  religion,  that  it  was  not  meant  for  a 

new  religion,  but  for  a  restitution  of  the  true  intent  of 
the  christian.— — Of  the  great  prevalence  of  the  Ma* 
hometan  religion,  that  it  has  been  owing  not  to  force 
suid  the  sword,  but  to  that  one  truth  contained  in  the 
Alcoran,  the  unity  of  God.  With  these  friendly  dis- 
positions towards  each  other,  it  should  seem  that  the 
Mahometan  and  unitarian  might  easily  be  brought  to 
agree/* 

Now  all  these  propositions  which  you  have  laid 
down  as  certain  facis^  are  so  highly  improbaWe  ifl 
themselves,  that  few  persons,  perhaps,  will  believe  that 
you  can  be  serious  in  advancing  them ;  and  1  shall 
think  myself  at  liberty  to  treat  them  as  groundless  ca- 
lumnies till  you  shall  produce  some  authority  or  evi- 
dence for  them.  For  the  state  of  things,  as  they.now 
are,  and  which  ought  to  be  known  to  you,  gives  not 
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I 

the  least  colour  of  plausibility  to  them.     If  the  diffe- 
rence between  the  unitarians  and  the  Mahometans  be 
so  inconsiderable,  that  there  is  good  ground  to  think 
that  the  unitarians  will  soon  acknowledge  the  divine 
mission  of  Mahomet,  how  has  it  happened  that  none 
of  them  have  yet  done  it,  and  actually  turned  mussul- 
mans  ?  I  think  it  is  possible  that,  notwithstanding  the 
extensive  reading  of  which  you  give  us  so  many  inti- 
mations, I  may  be  as  well  acquainted  with  the  unitarian 
writers  of  the  last  age  as  you  can  pretend  to  be ;  and 
I  have  never  met  with  any  such  passage  as  you  men- 
tion ;  and  I  think  if  you  could  have  produced  any  such 
in  support  of  your  assertions,  you  would  not  have 
failed  to  do  it. 

Tou  may  at  any  time  see  what  I  have  said  of  the 
Mahometan  religion  on  several  occasions,  and  also  what 
other  unitarians  of  the  present  age  liave  advanced  con- 
cerning it.  Do  you  find  in  my  publications  or  theirs 
any  thing  favourable  to  the  pretensions  of  Mahomet? 
And  if  the  tendency  of  the  unitarian  principles  be  to 
approidmate  towards  those ,  of  the  Mahometans,  it 
might  be  expected  that  they  would  have  been  nearer 
to  each  other  now  than  they  were  in  the  last  century. 
I  shall  therefore,  unless  authorities  are  produced,  con- 
sider  what  you  have  said  on  this  subject  as  another 
specimen  of  your  invention  of  facts,  and  of  your  un- 
paralleled effrontery  in  publishing  them,  in  order  to 
throw  an  odium  upon  the  unitarians.  You  might  in- 
deed almost  as  well  assert  that  all  the  unitarians  in 
England  are  already  so  far  Mahometans,  that,  to  your 
certain  knowledge,  they  are  actually  circumcised. 
What  respect.  Sir,  can  be  due  to  the  man  who  has 
DiOt  scrupled  to  havq  recourse  to  these  calumnies,  for 
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Uiey  cannot  be  called  by  any  softer  name,  in  order  to 
blacken  bis  adversaries  ?  And  wbat  can  we  think  of 
the  cause  that  requires  to  be  thus  supported  ? 

Your  curious  account  of  ^  the  negotiation  regularly 
opened/'  p.  152,  '^  on  the  part  of  the  English  unita- 
rians in  the  reign  of  Charles  the  Second,  with  the  am- 
bassador of  the  Emperor  of  Morocco,"  for  ^idiich  you 
quote  Dr.  Leslie,  was  probably  an  invention  of  his^ 
similar  to  those  of  yours  in  these  Letters,  and  calcu- 
lated to  answer  a  similar  purpose.  As  it  is  a  slali  bu-^ 
sinesSy  it  may  be  sufficient  to  give  a  stale  answer  to  it ; 
and  therefore,  without  examining  into  the  history  of 
what  passed  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the  Second,  I  shall 
content  myself  with  copying  what  Mr.  Emlyn  said  in 
answer  to  it,  which  is  as  follows : 
«  ^^  As  to  your  rarity  of  the  address  to  the  Morocco 
ambassador/ 1  see  not  what  it  amounts  to  more  than  a 
complaint  of  the  corruption  of  the  christian  faith  in  the 
article  of  one  God,  which  the  Mahometans  have  kept 
by  consent  of  all  sides.  Tet,  for  as  much  as  I  can 
learn  nothing  from  any  unharians  of  any  such  address 
from  them,  nor  do  you  produce  any  subscribers  names, 
I  conclude  no  such  address  was  ever  made  by  any  de- 
puted from  them,  whatever  any  single  person  might  dch 
I  suppose  you  conclude  from  the  matter  of  it  that  it 
must  be  from  some  unitarian,  and  perhaps  so ;  yet  you 
may  remember  that  so  you  concluded  from  the  matter 
of  Dr.  Tiilot^on^s  sermons,  that  they  were. a  Soci- 
nian's."    Einlyn  s  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  93. 

After  being  represented  as  having  made  near  ap* 
proache^  to  M^ihometanism,  I  cannot  be  suiprised  that 
you  should  seem  tp  insinuate  that  I  am  on  unb^i^er 
in  Christianity.    For  certainly  I  can  be  no  less,  if  what 
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you  say,  p.  1 06,  be  true.  "  With  your  notion  of  in-^ 
spiration,  you  are  at  liberty  to  dispute  what  the  inspired 
apostles  taught/'  Here  is  no  exception  made  with  re* 
spect  to  any  thing  that  they  taught,  and  even  what  they 
taught  from  inspiration.  I  do  not  personally  require 
any  acknowledgement  for  these  gross  misrepresenta^ 
tions,  but  the  Public,  whom  you  have  imposed  uponj. 
have  a  right  to  dem^d  it  of  your 

Your  endeavour  to  show  the  little  value  of  chris^ 
tianity  on  the  unitarian  principles,  besides  showing  your 
disposition  to  calumniate,  discovers  equal  ignorance 
both  of  the  state  of  the  world,  and  of  the  system  of 
revelation.  You  talk,  p.  154,  of  sober  deists,  who,  re- 
jecting revelation,  acknowledge;  however,  the  6b!iga- 
lions  of  morality,  believe  a  providence  and  a  future  re- 
tribution. The  whole  difference  between  them  and 
us,'*  you  make  them  say,  **  is  that  we  believe  the  same 
things  upon  different  evidence,  you  upon  the  testimony 
erf  a  man  who  you  say  was  raised  up  to  preach  these 
truths;  we  upon  the  evidence  of  reason,  which  we  think 
a  higher  evidence  thain  any  human  testimony,  &c« 

I  wish.  Sir,  you  would  produce  a  few  of  these  sobter 
deists,  I  think  I  am  acquainted  with  as  many  unbe- 
lievers as  you  are ;  but  whatever  may  have  been  cb^ 
case  formerly,  I  know  no  such  persons  at  present  as 
you  describe ;  /•  e,  unbelievers  who  have  a  serious  ex* 
pectation  of  a  future  life.  We  may  see  from  fact  that 
the  arguments  from  reason  alone  are  unable  to  make 
any  lasting  impression  on  the  minds  of  those  who  can 
resist  the  much  plainer  evidences  of  Christianity ;  which, 
being  of  the  historical  kind,  are  much  better  adapted 
to  carry  conviction  to  the  mind. 

The  present  state  of  thmgs  furnishes  an  abundant 
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proof  ihat  it  is  by  the  gospel  alone  that  life  and  immor- 
tality are  fully  brought  to  light.  This  gives  the  most 
satisfactory  of  all  evidence  of  a  future  life,  such  as  we 
see  can  really  influence  the  heart  and  the  life ;  such  as 
can  controuUhe  strongest  passions  of  the  human  breast^ 
and  give  men  a  manifest  superiority  of  mind  to  the 
world,  and  all  the  pleasures  and  pains  of  it. 

To  imagine,  as  you  do,  that  th^  arguments  for  a  fu- 
ture life  from  reason  alone^ .  that  is,  from  appearances 
in  the  common  course  of  nature,  are  at  all  compaiable 
to  the  evidence  that  results  from  the  gospel  history, 
and  especially  from  the  death  smd  resurrection  of 
Christ,  (a  man  like  ourselves,  and  therefore  the  most 
proper  pattern  of  a  future  universal  resurrection,)  dis- 
covers such  a  want  of  real  discernment  and  judgement^ 
and  such  ignorance  of  human  nature,  as  I  will  venture 
to  say  are  no  where  more  conspicuous  than  in  these 
letters  of  yours. 

Your  representation  of  the  doctrine  of  materialim 
as  £ivourable  to  atheism,  only  shows  your  ignorance  of 
the  system  that  you  vnsh  to  expose,  as  indeed  vbatyoo 
dropped  on  the  subject  of  ideas,  p.  113,  sufficiently 
showed  before.  But  upon  this  I  have  said  so  much 
(moiTe  I  suppose  than  you  will  ever  take  the  trouble  to 
read)  in  my  Letters  t6  a  Philosophical  Unbeliever,  that 
I  shall  not  reply  to  such  trite  and  idle  reasoning  as 
yours  here. 

What  you  say  on  the  subject  of  the  resurrectioi^  i 
it  has  any  weight  at  all,  affects  the  christian  doctnoe^ 
as  taught  by  St.*  Paul.  "  The  hope  which  you  hold 
out,"  you  say,  p.  156,  "  of  a  resurrection,  he"  (the 
unbeliever)  *'  will  tell  you  is  no  hope  at  all,  even  a*- 
mitdng  that  the  evidence  pf  the  Uiing  could,  upon 
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jom  principles,  be  indisputable.  The  atoms  which 
cbmpose  me,  your  atheist  will  say,  tnay  indeed  have 
composed  a  man  before,  and  may  again ;  but  me  they 
will  never  more  compose  when  once  the  present  me  is 
dissipated.  I  have  no  recollection  of  a  former,  and  no 
concern  about  a  future  self." 

This  might  have  been  copied  from  the  writings  of 
the  heathen  philosophers  against  Christianity.  For  if, 
as  I  have  already  intimated,  there  be  any  force  in  the 
objection,  it  will  operate  against  the  doctrine  of  a  re^ 
surrection  universally  considered.  •Because,  if  the 
thing  that  dies  (and  if  is  the  body  only  that  is  ever  said 
to  die)  do  not  rise  and  come  to  life  again,  there  is  no 
proper  resurrection  at  all. 

Whatever  hope  of  a  future  life  you  may  build  on  the 
Platonic  doctrine  of  a  soulj  it  is  I  will  venture  to  say 
universally  abandoned  by  the  philosophical  unbelievers 
of  the  present  age ;  and  therefore,  with  respect  to 
them,  you  can  never  establish  any  hope  of  a  future,  life 
at  all  on  any  other  principles  than  those  purely  chris^ 
tian  ones  which  you  endeavour  to  expose ;  and  what* 
ever  difficulties  may  attend  the  consideration  of  it,  they 
wiir  all  vanish,  even  to  the  philosophical  mind,  before 
the  certain  promise  of  that  great  being  who  made  us 
and  ail  things.  If  we  once  believe  that  h^  has  given 
us  this  assurance,  we  can  never  suppose  that  he  will  be 
at  a  loss  for  proper  means  to  accomplish  his  end;  and 
if  the  gospel  history  be  true,  we  have  this  assurance. 
But  from  natural  appearances  we  have  no  evidence 
whatever  of  any  thing  belonging  to  man  that  can  sub- 
sist, feel,  and  act  when  the  body  is  in  the  grave.  And 
what  I  maijatain  is,  that  we  must  depart  from  all  the 
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known  rules  of  philosophizing  before  we  can  conclude 
that  any  such  thing  belongs  to  man. 

From  the  same  mode  bf  reasoning  by  which  we  can 
prove  that  there  is  an  immaterial  principle  in  man,  we 
may  also  prove  that  there  is  such  a  principle  not  only 
in  a  brute  or  a  plant,  but  even  in  a  magnet,  and  the 
most  inanimate  parts  of  nature.  For  even  the  most  in- 
animate parts  of  nature  are  possessed  oi powers  or  J&ro- 
pertiesy  between  which  and  what  we  see  and  fed  of 
them,  we  are  not  able  to  perceive  any  connexion  what* 
ever.  There  is  Just  as'  much  connexion  between  the 
principles  of  sensation  and  thought  and  the  brain  of  a 
man,  as  between  the  powers  of  a  magnet  and  the  iron 
of  which  it  is  made,  or  between  the  principle  of  gravi- 
tation and  the  matter  of  which  the  earth  and  the  sun 
are  made ;  and  whenever  you  shall  be  able  to  deduce 
the  powers  of  a  magnet  from  the  other  properties  of 
iron,  you  may  perhaps  be  able  to  deduce  the  powers  of 
sensation  and  thought  from  the-  other  properties  of  the 
brain.  But  to  you^  Sir,  the  whole  of  this  subject  is 
absolutely  ter^a .  incognita.  I  perceive  no  traces  of 
your  being  much  at  home,  as  you  pretend,  in  the 
Greek  language,  but  here  you  are  a  perfect  stranger. ' 

You  are  pleased  to  supply  unbelievers,  with  objec- 
jections  to  revelation  on  the  \iew^  that  I  have  given  of 
it ;  but  I  can  produce  numbers  who  will  tell  you,  that 
such  Christianity  as  yours,  including  the  belief  of  three 
persons  in  one  God,  is  a  thing  absolutely  incapable  of 
proof,  and  whp  have  actually  rejected  it  on  account  of 
this  doctrine,  which  they  consider  as  so  pal{>able  an 
absurdity  and  contradiction,  as  not  even  miracles  can 
make  credible.  I  am^  &c« 
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LETTER   XVI. 
Of  Bishop  BuU's  Defence  of  Damnatory  Clauses', 
Rev.  Sir, 

In  thi^  Letter  I  shall  exhibit  a  curious  specimen  of 
your  peculiar  mode  of  controversial  writing,  and  the 
advantage  you  take  of  the  most  trifling  oversights  in 
your  opponents. . 

Tou  gave  the  highest  encomiums  to  the  works  of 
Bishop  Bull,  without  any  qualification  or  distinction, 
and  recommended  them  to  your  clergy,  as  an  infallible 
guide  in  every  thing  relating  to  the  subject  of  our  con- 
troversy. On  this  I  said,  ^'  As  you  recommend  the 
writings  of  Bishop  Bull  without  exception,  1  presume 
that  you  approve  of  his  defence  of  the  damnatory  clause 
in  the  Athanasian  creed.'  Indeed  you  mentioned  it 
among  his  most  valuable  works.**  When  I  wfote  this, 
I  did  not,  to  be  sure,  look  into  the  title-page  of  the 
book,  in  order  to  copy  the  very  words  of  it ;  but  no 
person  could  have  any  doubt  which  of  Bishop  Bull's 
treatises  I  really  meant,  as  what  I  said  sufficientf^  cha« 
racterized  it.  And  though  he  does  nox  mention  the 
Athanasian  creed  in  particular,  he  defends  every  thing 
that  is  harsh  and  severe  in  the  treatment  of  unitarians 
by  the  orthodox  in  the  [Mimitive  times,  and  particularly 
the  anathema  annexed  to  the  Nicene  creed. 

On  thissubject,. however,  you  write  as  follows,  p.  1 65 y 
^  Sir,  did  you  write  this  in  your  sleep,  or  is  it  in  a 
dream  only  that  I  seem  to  read  it  ?  Bishop  BulPs  de* 
fence  of  the  datenatory  clause !  From  you.  Sir,  I  have 
now  my  first  information  that  ^shop  Bull  ever  wrote 
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upon  the  subject."  Then,  enumerating  the  titles  of  his 
works,  you  add,  p.  167,  "  In  these  treatises  there  is 
no  defence  of  the  damnatory  clause,  nor,  that  I  recol- 
lect, any  mention  of  the  Athanasian  creed.  There  is 
no  defence  of  the  damnatory  clause  in  the  Sermons  and 
English  Tracts,  published  by  Mr.  Nelson,  nor  can  I 
find  any  such  trs^ct  fnentioned  by  Mr.  Nelscm  kmoiig 
the  Bishop's  lost  works ;  for  many  small  pieces,  which 
it  was  known-  he  had  w^t^,  were  never  found  after 
l)is  death.     Where  have  I  mentioned,  Sir,  with  such 

0        m 

high  approbation  a  work  which  I  declare  I  have  never 
se^^  2^d  of  which,  you  will  forgive  me^  if  I  still  doubt 
the  existence  ?** 

l^otwithstanding  this  ridiculous  parade,  which  hath 

helped  to  swell  out  your  book^  yau  i^ight  just  as  well 

bavesaid,  that  I  never  wrote  an  Answer  to  your  Charge, 

merely  because  I  called  my  work  Letters  to  Dr.  Horsley  j 

and  I  will  engage,  that  whatever^ dpubt  you  might  have 

|iad,  if  you  had  given  ixi  order  to  any  bookseller  ia 

Lotidon  in  the  very  wpr(^  that  I  u^d,  he  would  have 

sent  you  the  Judii^um^  &c.  u  e.  The  Judgement  qfthe 

Catholic  Church  in  ike  three^st  Centuries^  concerning 

the  necessity  of  beli^ing  that  our  Z/ord  Je^us  Christ 

is  the  true  God,    Now,  Sir,  what  is  iipplied  in  the  ne- 

cessity  of  believing^  but  the  cOD^denvifkation  of  those  who 

do  not  believe  ?  The  wh<)le  truths  ajnd  the  oCca^on  of 

all  this  lamentable  outcry  i$>  that,  npt  having  the  book 

before  me  at  the  time,  I  said  the  damnatory  clause  in 

the  Athanasian  creedy  instead  of  the  anaihema  annex^ 

ed  to  the  NtQene  cre^dy  a  thing  of  exactly  the  came 

natui'e. 

Besides,  from  your  account!,  one  would  imagine  tbat^ 
as  you  declare  vot»r.f«^  no  bvfit  of  daaiAatoiy  cbwe^ 
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this  good  bishop,  whose  writings  you  so  much  recom« 
mend,  was  no  more  a  friend  to  them  than  yourself^  but 
that  he  might  be  the  meekest  and  itiost  candid  of  all 
christians  To  give  a  specimen,  therefore,  of  this  most 
excellent  prelate's  writings,  I  shall  produce  a  few  pas-^ 
6ages  from  the  preface  of  this  particular  work,  from 
which  a  judgement  may  be  formed  of  the  object  and 
spirit  of  the  whole. 

Giving  a  reason  for  this  publication,  he  says,  "  There 
have  appeared  a  few  years  ago  in  England  many  writ- 
ings of  wickSd  men  who  have  laboured  with  alt  their 
might  to  overturn  the  capital  article  of  our  creed,  on 
which  the  hinge  of  Christianity  certainly  turns,  namely, 
concerning  the  Son  of  God,  born  of  God  the  Father 
himself  before  all  ages,  very  God  of  very  God,  by 
whom  all  things  were  made,  who  for  our  salvation  was 
incarnate,  and  made  man ;  some  of  them  impudendy 
defending  the  Arian,  aiid  some  the  Samosatenian  bias* 
phemy*." 

He  then  quotes  with  approbation,' a  passage  from 
Zanchius,  in  which  he  calls  the  writings  of  the  unita« 
Hans  idle  ravings^  inepta  deliria;  and  afterwards  speak- 
ing of  Episcopius  and  others,  who  though  orthodox 
themselves,  pleaded  for  some  moderation  towards  these 
erring  brethren,  he  calls  it  *'  an  attempt  to  reconcile 
Christ  and  Belial,'*  and  adds,  "  These  men,  professing 
to  hold  and  believe  with  the  catholics  (in  which  I  msh 

*  Prodiere  in  Anglia  nostra,  intra  paucos  abhinc  annos^  scripta 
son  pauca  hominuon  nefariorum  qui  dogma  fidei  nostras  xv^iw* 
raroy,  in  quo  certe  christianisnai  cardo  vertitur  (de  £lio  nempe  del 
ante  omnia  secula  ex  ipso  deo  patre  nato,  yero  deo  4e  vero  cleo^ 
per  quem  oninia  condita  fuere»  nostrse  salutis  causa  incamato^  ho- 
snineque  facto  ^  labefactare  atque  evertere  omai  ope  adnisi  sunt ; 
eorom  alib  Arialiam^  alii^  veVb  Samosatemisuiam  blaspheiniam  im- 
fodentur  propugoantibup. 

%  2 
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they  were  ancere;  in  the  truth  of  the  article  eoneeraiog 
the  co-essential  Son  of  God,  yet  do  not  acknowledge 
the  neces^ty  of  it*/'  Then,  with  respect  to  their  madn- 
taming  that  the  christian  Fathers  had  the  same  modera- 
tion, he  says,  "  It  is  throwing  the  greatest  reproach 
vpon  the  doctors,  bishops,  confessors,  ai\d  martyr^  of 
the  best  ages;  as  if  in  defending  the  greatest  of  all  the 
articles  of  the  christian  religion,  they  were  lukewarm, 
yea,  absolutely  cold ; — whereas  all  those  churches  with 
one  voice  and  judgement  condemned  the  Arian  and 
Socinian  doctrine^  as  a  most  pernicious  aid  deadly  he- 
resy !•** 

He  further  says  that,  as  in  his  former  works  he  had 
4ef«ided  the  Nicene  creed  itself,  so  in  this,  "  he  main- 
tains and  defends  the  anathema  annexed  to  it^  viz.  those 
who  say  that  there  was  a  time  when  the  Son  of  God 
was  not,  that  he  did  not  exist  before  he  was  born,  and 
that  he  was  made  out  of  nothing,  or  out  of  any  other 
hypostasis  or  substance,  that  he  was  either  created,  or 
subject  to  change  or  alteration,  the  catholic  and  apo- 
stolic church  anathematizes |." 

He  concludes  the  preface  with  saying,  *^  This  judge- 

'  *  Hi  homines,  cum  veritatem  articull  de  co-essenttali  del  fi^o 
cum  catboltcit  se  tenere  atque  credere  proiiteantur  (utinam  sincere) 
ejmKiem  taroen  necessiatem  minime agnoscoDt. 

f  Adeoque  conseqtrenter  optimorum  sseculomm  doctoribus.  epis- 
copiSi  confessoribus,  martyribus,  gravissimam  imposaerit  con  tame* 
flam  J  quasi  sci  lice '^f  iu  tutando  capite  religionis  chrtstianae  omniom 
tnaximo,  tepidi,  imo  prorsus  frigidi  fuissent. — — -Quam  ecclesiae 
ills  omnes  ot  bsreski  perniciosissimam  ac  ^avary^fopov  consentt- 
eilti  cAlctilo  ac  jndicio  damnavenint. 

X  In  hoc  opusculo  afaiitMina-i^ov  symbolo  isto  annexum  toe* 
ttiur  ac  defendimus — —rou^  h  Ke/^rrai  ri?  mrs  in  wx,  ijk,  xai 
ftpiv  ywrfijivou  ovk  i^r^  nai  s^  wk  orrufr  eytfir^,  if  s^  krspag  o«s- 
vra^ewf  19  oucrias  pacK»rcag  bwco^  iy  Kfirroy,  i)  rpeierov^  1}  aX}<oicar99 
t^y  viay  rw  &€ow,  twr^g  «v«9^W5r*^ei  5  xotoXoci;  kw  arorroAwc^ 
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^ent  of  the  universal  church  of  Christ,  in  all  times,  all 
pious  and  sober  minded  persons  will  reverence ;  and 
therefore  will  be  upon  their  guard  against,  and  with 
aH  their  souls  abhor,  the  God-denying  heresy  of  both 
the  Samosatenians  and  the  Arians*." 

I  need  nor,  surely,  go  any  further  into  a  work  of 
which  this  is  the  preface.  I  am  tempted,  however,  to 
quote  the  form  in  which  the  Bishop  closes  this  work, 
VIZ.  **  To  the  most  holy  and  undivided  Trinity,  to  God 
the  Father,  and  to  his  co- essential  and  co-eternal  word, 
and  Son,  for  our  salvation  made  incarnate,  together 
ivith  the  Holy  Spirit  the  comforter,  be  all  praise,  ho- 
nour and  glory,  from  angels  and  men, for  ever  and  ever^ 
Amenff* 

Can  you  read  all  this.  Sir,  and  not  acknowledge  that: 
Bishop  Bull  was  a  friend  to  damnatory  clauses ;  and  if 
you  be  not  so  yourself,  as  you  say  you  are  not,  how 
<:ame  you  to  recommend  the  writings  of  this  fiery  bishop 
so  unreservedly  as  you  have  done  i  and  indeed,  how 
can  you  be  a  true  member  of  that  church  which  give$ 
its  sanction  to  these  damnatory  clauses*  Those  dam* 
natory  clauses  are  as  much  an  article  of  faith  in  the 
church  of  England,  as  any  of  the  thirty  niney  and  he 
that  does  not  bona  fide  maintain  them,  oyght^  in  my 
opinion,  to  quit  her  communion.  Tou,  Sir,  thei^efore^ 
either  do,  or  ought  to  believe,  that  myself  and  all  who 
think  as  {  do,  shall  without  doubt  perish  everlastingly^ 

*  Hoc  jndiciam  ecde^iae  Christi  uDiTersalis  oqaninm  temporam 
reverebuntur  certe  pil  ac  sobrii  omoes,  adeoque  ab  apvrjCiBttff  Sa- 
iKosatebianoram  ftimul  et  Arianorum  haresi  cavebont  Mbt,.totoqa« 
anixno  ^bbonrebunt. 

f  SaDctissimae  atque  individuae  trinitati,  Dto  patrij  co-essentiall 
^  coaeterno  verbo  ac  filio,  nostrae  salutis  eauta  incarnato,  una  cum 
Spirit  a  saocto  paracleto,  db  aogdis  et  homioibus  tribttatur  k|^ 
JboQos^  et  glona  omnia  io  secub  ae(mlon;uD>  Ai^ei^. 
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If  you  cannot. say  amen  to  this  curse ^  you  have  no  bu- 
siness where  you  are,  and  certainly  ought  not  to  pro- 
nounce it.  For  this  your  Athanasian  creed  asserts,  and 
I  suppose  no  figure  was  intended  by  the  devout  com* 
poser  of  it. 

The  first  time  that  Bishop  Bull's  writings  were  re- 
commended to  me,  was  by  a  popish  priest,  in  whose 
company  I  passed  several  days  at  Brussels,  who  took 
aerious  pains  to  make  mre  a  Roman  catholic,  and  after- 
wards wrote  to  me  very  earnestly  on  the  subject.  But 
paying  too  little  attention  to  the  recommendation,  I  was 
unacquainted  with  the  real  character  and  value  of  this 
writer,  till  it  was  enforced  by  the  archdeacon  oi  Su 
Alban*s.  I  am,  &c* 


LETTER   XVII. 

Of  the  Light  in  tvfiich  the  Dissenters  are  considered 
by  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Alban*Sy  and  of  the  P«- 
nalties  to  which  the  Unitarians  among  tken^  (^f^ 
subject^ 

Rev.  Sir, 

JL  HOUGH  you  profess  yourself  to  be  no  lover  of  dam^ 
natory  plfluses,  p.  165,  and  now  and  then  are  pleased 
to  drop  some  obliging  expressions  of  respect  for  dissen* 
ters,  it  is,  however,  with  a  considerable  mixture  of  con* 
tempt,  and  with  m  intimation  that  we  unitarian  disse0>' 
ters  (and  all  unitarians,  we  both  agree;,  either  are,. or 
pugh(  to  be  dissenters  in  this  country)  are  subject  to 

vmy  pains  »nd  penalties,  as  the  lftw3  now  ^tan^t  Wjtb 
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vrbat  view  you  threw  out  those  hmts^  and  so  particuiarl jf 
recite  those  acts  of  parliament  to  the  penalties  of  which 
we  are  obnoxious,  is  best  known  to  yourself,  and  time 
will  perhaps  discover. 

t  I  had  complained  of  the  contempt  with  which  you 
mentioned  the  places  of  worship  among  dissenters^ 
when  you  called  them  conventicles.  In  your  present 
publication,  after  something  of  an  apology  for.  using 
that  word,  which  T  think  aukward  enough,  you  do  not 
perhaps  much  mend  the  matter,  by  saying,  p.  167> 
^^  I  could  have  wished  that  the  use  of  it  had  been  coxi« 
»dered  as  one  of  the  mere  archaisms  of  my  style,  in 
which  nothing  of  insult  was  intended.  I  must,  how^** 
€ver, .  declare,  that  it  would  give  me  particular  pleasure 
fo  receive  conviction  that  Mr.  Lindsey's  Meeting-house^ 
and  your  own,  are  not  more  emphatically  conventicles 
in  your  own  sense,  that  is,  in  the  worst  sense  of  the 
word.  From  personal  respect  for  you  and  him,  I  should 
be  happy  to  be  assured  that  you  stanfd  not  within  the 
€tanger  of  the  ;S5th  ot^Eliz.  cfa.  i.,  or  the  l7th  Ch.  II. 
€•  ii.,  to  the  penalties  of  which,  ai^d  of  other  statutes,  I 
must  take  the  liberty  to  tell  you,  you  are  obnoxious^ 
m>twithstandtng  the  late  act  of  the  Idth  of  his  present 
Majesty  in  favour  of  dissenters,  unless  at  the  general  or 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county  where  yorf 
live,  you  have  made  a  certain  declaration,  which  is  re« 
quired  by  that  act,  instead  of  the  subscription  to  articles 
requii^  by  the  former  acts  of  toleration.  I  am  sorry^ 
Sir,  to  inform  you,  that  I  find  no  entry  of  Mr.  Lindsey's 
declaration  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  either 
for  the  county  of  Middlesex,  or  the  city  of  Westminstert 
Could  I  uKike  the  sam^  inquiry  concerning  you  (which 
the  distance  of  your  residence  |)revents)  I  fear  I  should 


"1 


SIS  LBTTBItS  TO  TH£ 

have  the  moitSficadoii  to  find  that  yoii  have  no  more 
than  your  friend  complied  with  the  laws  from  which 
you  claim  protection.  A  report  prevails  that  you  both 
object. to  the  declaration  from  conscientious  scruples,  a 
very  sufficient  excjise  for  not  making  it :  but  no  excuse 
at  all  for  doing  what  the  law  allows  not  to  be  done,  ex- 
cept upon  the  express  condition  that  the  declaration  be 
previously  made.^' 

You  afterwards  say,  p.  1 69,  "  your  meeting-house 
and  hisy  contrary  to  your  imagination,  are  illegal,  iui« 
known  to  the  laws,  and  unprotected  by  them/* 

Here,  Sir,  it  is  you,  and  not  we,  who  are  mktaken. 
Both  our  conventicles^  you  will  find,  are  protected, 
though  we  ourselves  are  not.  The  consequence,  there- 
fore,  of  any  prosecution  of  me  (if  any  person,  taking 
the  hint  from  you,  should  proceed  to  it)  would  be  the 
depriving  of  the  dissenters  belonging  to  the  New-Me^'^ 
ifig  at  Birmingham  of  one  of  their  present  pastors :  but 
the  Meeting'  house  would  remain  under  the  protection 
of  the  law,  as  much  as  any  of  your  parish  churches^ 
which  owe  all  their  consideration  to  the  same  law ;  and 
would  not  prevent  their  choosing  another  minister,  who, 
if  he  had  more  caution  than  myself,  might  defy  your 
malice ;  but  the  congregation  that  I  serve,  would  think 
themselves  disgraced  by  a  minister  of  that  timid  cba« 
racter. 

As  you  were  so  very  desirous  of  getting  informadoa 
concerning  my  conduct  in  this  business,  I  wonder  that 
fQ\x  should  not  have  been  able  to  find  some  person  ia 
this  neighbourhood  like-minded  with  yourself,  tq  makis 
the  inquiry  for  you.  However,  I  will  save  you  and 
your  friends  that  trouble,  and  perhaps  some  small  ex«» 
f^nse,  by  informing  you^  that  as  I  never  made  the  sub^ 
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scripiwn  required  of  all  dissenters  before  the  late  act^ 
so  neither  have  I  made  the  declaration  which  that  act 
makes  necessary  to  my  legal  toleration,  nor  have  I  at 
present  any  intention  to^o  it« 

I  shall  further  inform  you,  and  our  readers,  that  when 

it  was  first  proposed  in  the  general  body  oj  dissenimg 

ministers  m  or  near  Londofi  (of  which,  as  I  then  re-* 

dded  pretty  much  in  London,  I  was  a  member)  whether 

we  should  desire  our  friends  in  parliament  to  promote 

the  passing  df  the  bill  or  not,  I  was  one  of  those  who^ 

voted  for  our  continuing  in  our  former  situation;  but 

we  were  over*ruIed  by  a  very  great  majcmty.    The  rea* 

8^u  ipr  my  voting  in  this  manner  was,  I  believe,  peculiar 

to  myself*    I  observed,  that  I  had  not,  on  my  own  ac* 

count,  any  objection  to  make^the  declaration  proposed 

in  that  bill,  with  the  exception  of  a  single  circumstance 

which  I  then  mentioned,  and  which  we  all  agreed  had 

better  bef  omitted,  znd  which  accordingly  was  struck  out 

before  the  bill  passed  into  a  law.     But  1  said  that  I  per* 

cdved  that  many  persons^  for  whom  I  had  the  greatest 

respeas  had  their  serious  scruples^  and  si^ch  as  it  was 

pliable,  they  would  not  be  able  to  overcome ;  and  I 

thought  that  the  passing  of  the  law,  and  especially  a 

general  compliance  with  it,  would  make  them  more  m^ 

ticed,  and  perhaps  bring  them  into  trouble ;  whereas^ 

tberequisiticMis  of  the  former  law  were  so  ^reasonable, 

that  though  few,  if  any  of  us,  had  complied  with  th^m, 

it  did  not  ^pear  that  any  body  would  ever  molest  us 

on  that  account.    For  the,  same  reason  that  I  did  not 

then  wish  for  the  law  to  pass,  I  do  not  now  choose  nn^ 

jiecessarily  to  avail  myself  of  it. 

But  with  respect  to  myself,  and  many  others,  the 
ihing  is  pf  little  ccwsequsnce.    There  are  laws  enow  ia 
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iaughieh,  all  the  little  Babylons,  all  the  lemr  em, 
blishmeni^^  of  what  I  deem  to  be  corrupt  Christianity, 
will  fall  with  her,  or  soon  after  her ;  and  therefore  I 
apply  to  them  is  well  as  to  the  church  of  Rome,  that 
^wful  warning.  Rev.  xvfii.  4.  Come  out  of  her^  mvj 
pe^phf  that  ye  partake  not  of  her  sins^  and  that  ye 
reetive  not  of  her  plagues.     • 

WhUe  we  utilitarians  behave  as  good  subjects,  (and 
I  do  not  know  that  we  are  worse  thought  of  than  other 
dbsenters  in  this  respect,)  I  have  such  confidence  in 
the  good  sense  of  my  countrymen,  though  without  any 
faarticular  oMigation  to  yourself  on  this  account,  and  in 
the  ^hrit  of  the  times,  ( which  throughout  all  Europe 
is  daily  more  favourable  to  freedom  of  inquiry  and  to- 
leration, and  less  favourable  to  old  and  corrupt  though 
venerable  establishments,)  that  I  have  little  doubt  but 
that  I  shall  be  suflFered  to  proceed  as  I  have  hitherto 
done,  unmolested,  promoting  by  every  means  in  my 
power  what  I  deem  to  be  important  truths  though  oor 
legislators  in  the  last  century  voted  it  to  he  hereby  and 
blasphemy.  What  our  present  legislative  body,  if  the 
question  was  brought  before  them,  would  decree  is  un« 
known ;  but  I  am  pretty  confident  that  when  the  sub- 
ject shall  come  properly  before  them  (and  this  may  be 
pretty  soon)  they  will  be  disposed  to  hear  reason  and 
to  do  justice*. 

From  what  you  say  of  your  own  freedom  of  inquiry^ 
<me  would  think  that  you  might  have  treated  us  dis- 

*  The  learned  writer  was  mistaken  in  expecting  that  hesMi 
he  permitted  io  proceed  unmolested  in  his  defence  of  important  trWf. 
kmng  been  driven  from  his  pastoral  charge  hy  the  aisgracefnl  ^fV^ 
at  Birmingham  in  July  179^$  when  his  house  W9S  bwmed  t»^ 
rround,  and  his,  laboratory,  his  library,  and  Ids  papers  werf  ^ 
ffxayvL    Be  fvas  right,  kmewer,  in  his  oKpectatum  of  the  ificrf9t* 
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really  have^  to  keep  oar  opinions  to  oursdre^  and 
have  no  public  worship  s^t  all  ?  And  yet  between  thi6 
condiict  and  our  acting  more  or  less  openly  in  o{^osw 
lion  to  you,  and  incurring  the  penalties  of  the  laws 
now  ixk  force  against  us,  there  is  no  naedium. 

if  you  really  be  a  friend  to  any  thing  tbftt  delves 
the  name  of  lolerationj  -you  must  feel  for  the  di^race 
of  your  country,  on  account  of  the  unjust  and  impo- 
litic restraints  the  laws  of  it  lay  upon  us,  and  you  will 
use  your  endeavours  to  promote  the  repeal  of  all  pe* 
-nal  laws  in  matters  of  religion^  and  likewise  to  lay 
open  all  civil  offices  to  all  persons  who  are  qualified  to 
fill  them;  which  indeed  is  no  more  than  is  already 
done  in  several  countries  in  Europe*  That  those  who 
prefer  the  mode  of  religion  now  established,  shoukl 
bear  the  whole  expense  of  it,  without  compeltbg  uv 
Xf>  assist  them  ip  it,  while  they  do  nothing  for  ours  ki 
r^turn^  though,  a  thing  perfectly  reasonable,  is  more 
than  I  expect  the  Archdeacon  of  St*  Alban*s  to  coun* 
tenance*  1/  however,  liVe  in  the  firm  beUef  that  evea 
this  will  take  place  some  time  or  other ;  and  my  belidE 
h  grounded  on  this  general  and  glorious  truth,  that 
there  is  a  wise  and  good  bang  at  the  head  of  all  afiaiif^ 
brii^ing  good  out  of  all  evil.  I  therefore. believe  that 
good  will  finally  take  place  of  all  evil,  and,  conae* 
quently,  equity  of  injustice. 

You  Sir,  as  Archdeacon  of  St^  Alban's,  may  believe 
that  the  church  of  England  will  continue  to  the  endcrf, 
the  world,  and  that  all  nations  (at  least  all  that  speak 
the  English  language,  and  can  read  the  book  of  Cpm-^ 
mon  Prayer  in  the  original)  will  flow  into  it.  On  the 
odier  hand,  it  is  my  firm  persuasion  that  when  Baby' 
ifn  the  greats  the  mother^  of  hwki^  shaJliaU^  all  her 
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iaughierSf  all  the  lUUe  Babylons^  all  the  leaser  esfa^ 
blishmenU^  of  what  I  deem  to  be  corrupt  Christianity, 
frill  fall  with  her,  or  soon  after  her ;  and  therefore  I 
apply  to  them  as  well  as  to  the  church  of  Rome,  that 
^wful  warning.  Rev.  xvfii.  4.  Come  out  of  hery  my 
people^  thai  ye  partake  noi  of  her  sinsj  and  that  ye 
rec&ive  n&i  of  her  plagues. 

While  we  unitarians  bdiave  as  good  subjects,  (and 
I  do  not  know  that  we  are  worse  thought  of  than  other 
dfesenters  in  this  respect,)  I  have  such  confidence  in 
the  good  sense  of  my  countrymen,  though  without  any 
faarticular  obligation  to  yourself  on  this  account,  and  in 
the  spirit  of  the  times,  ( which  throughout  all  Europe 
is  daily  more  favourable  to  freedoifi  of  inquiry  and  to- 
leration, and  less  favourable  to  old  and  corrupt  though 
i^enerable  establishments,)  that  I  have  little  doubt  but 
that  I  shall  be  suffered  to  proceed  as  I  have  hitherto 
done,  unmolested,  promoting  by  every  means  in  my 
power  what  I  deem  to  be  important  truth,  though  our 
legislators  in  the  last  century  voted  it  to  be  Aere^  and 
blasphemy.  What  our  present  legislative  body,  if  the 
question  was  brought  before  them,  would  decree  is  un« 
known ;  but  I  am  pretty  confident  that  when  the  sub- 
ject shall  come  properly  before  them  (and  this  may  be 
pretty  soon)  they  will  be  disposed  to  hear  reason  and 
to  do  justice*. 

From  what  you  say  of  your  own  freedom  of  inquiry^ 
one  would  think  that  you  might  have  treated  us  dis- 

*  • 

*  The  learned  uriier  was  mistaken  in  expecting  thai  he  sknM 
he  permitted  (o  proceed  unmolested  in  his  defence  of  important  truth, 
keanng  been  drwen  from  his  pastoral  charge  ff^  the  disgrac^i  riots 
ai  Birminghtm  in  July  179^9  when  his  house  was  humed  ioike 
.ground,  and  his,  leUforatory,  his  Ubrarif,  and  his  papers  wer^  do* 
Hrojfed.    He  fvas  right,  hiowenr,  tn  his  eKpectaium  of  the  ifwre^s^ 
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se&tets  with  a  Iktle  ixitore  respect.    For  after  observing 
that  you  are  rmich  at  home  in  4he  Greek  language^ 
and  th^tyou  have.read  theecctesi^tical  historians,  yon 
add,  p.  163,  ^^  I  had  been  many  years  in  the  hal»ts'bf 
thinking  for  myself  upon  a  variety  of  subjects  bef<»'je  I 
opened  Dr.  darkens  book.     There  is  in  most  men  a 
culpable  timidity ;  you  and  I  perhaps  have  overcome 
that  general  infirmity,  but  there  is  in  most  men  a  cuU 
pable  timidity,  which  inclines  them  to  be  easily  over- 
awed by  the  authority  of  great  names."     It  will  makfe 
some  persons  smile  to,  see  you.  Sir,  groupe  yourself 
with  me  upon  this  occasion,  and  they  may  ask  for  simi- 
lar evidence  df  your  having  overcome  this  culpable  ti- 
midity, and  of  your  having  really  thought  for  yourself, 
when  they  see  you  professing  to  believe,  and  comply^ 
ing  with  every  thing  that  those  who  do  not  think  fc»r 
themselves  at  all,  profess  to  believe  and  comply  with. 
Your  profound  admiration  of  Bishop  Bull's  writings  is 
no  proof  of  your  thinking  for  yourself.     All  that  can 
be  inferred  from  it  is,  that  you  have  made  a  wise  choice 
of  masters.    The  writer  for  whom  I  always  profess  thie 
greatest  admiration  is  Dr.  Hartley,  but  I  diiFer  from 
him  in  many  things,  and  things  also  of  great  conse«- 
quence* 

If,  however,  you  still  retain  the  habit  of  thinking 
for  yourself,  allow  me  to  return  your  civility  to  me, 
when  you  joined  my  name,  p.  164,  to  those  of  Bo'- 
ijngirokef  FoUaire^  and  Gibbon^  by  adding  yours 
also  to  this  list  of  free  inquirers^  and  your  sentence 

Vttg  liberality  of  succeeding  times :  the  penal  laws  against  the  tm- 
pugners  of  the  doctrine  Of  the  Trinity  having  been  totally  repeated 
by  a  bill  introduced  into  parliament  by  Mr*  W.  Smiih,  the  upright 
memkerfor  Nwwicht  in  July  18I3«  which  fassed  tvithqut  an^  o/k 
foskion  through  both  houset.'^Jloi, 
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will  then  close  thus, — a  Gibbon^  a  Priestley,  or  a 

Horsley. 

For  my  own  part^  I  cannot  say  that  I  much  dislike 

my*  situation  in  the  light  in  which  I  view  the  different 

characters  \  since  I  find  myself  placed  between  an  uti- 

believer  on  the  one  hand,  and  a  high  churchman  on 

the  other.     Medio  tutissimus  ibis. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER   XVm. 

Of  the  Charge  of  wilful  Misrepresentation^  Sfc. 

RjEv.  Sir,  •  - 

As  both  yourself  and  your  great  and  good  ally^  Mr. 
Badcock,  have  employed  so  much  of  your  respective 
publications  on  the  subject  of  perversions^  wilful  mis^ 
representations^  artifice^  management,  &c.  &c.  &c. 
(for  you  are  at  no  loss  for  words  or  phrases  of  this 
import)  it  may  not  be  improper  to  give  you  one  short 
letter  on  that  subject. 

I  was  willing  to  hope  that^  in  this  second  publica- 
tion,  you  would  have  observed  the  rules  of  decency 
and  of  probability  in  your  charges  against  me,  and 
that  you  might  have  expressed  some  little  concern  for 
your  former  violations  of  them.  But  I  am  sorry  to 
find,  that,  instead  of  retracting  |my  thing,  you  have 
considerably  added  to  your  offences  of  this  kind.  You 
had  before  charged  imb^ith  knowingly  misquoting  the 
English  translation  of  the  Biblfc,  wheilt,  in  fact,  I  should 
not  have  gained  any  thing  by  it«  You  now  talk,  p.  5, 
of  my /iesignedly  omitting  MgotSc;^  adjecttve,  tt  yon 
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say,  in  a  quotation  from  Achabasius,  when  I  ndicfaer  in-  - 
tended,  to  quote  nor  to  translate  the  passage,  but  only 
referred  to,  and  gave  the  gen^^l  sense  of  it ;  and  this* 
I  doubt  not,  was  the  true  one.  Yet  upon  this  you  raise 
loud  exclamations  concermng  truths  candour ^  camut'' 
encifj  and  dealing  in  sarcasms. 

You  also  think  with  Mr«  Badcock,  that  I  really 

meant  to  conceal  from  the  unlearned  part  of  a  quota*. 

tion  from  Justin  Martyr,  which  I  printed  in  Greek  at 

full  length,  dnd  this  in  a  public  controversy  with  your* 

self,  of  whose  vigilance  in  this  respect  I  could  not  en« 

.  tertain  a  doubt.   **  The  entire  passage,"  you  say,^  p.  88, 

^^  as  long  as  it  appears  not  in  your  trai^lationy  lay  in* 

nocently  enough  in  the  Greek,  at  the  bottom  of  your 

page."    But  I  must  have  been  an  ideot  indeed  in  plain 

English,  and  something  worse  than  Mhtidiota  of  Ter^ 

tullian,  as  well  as  the  liomo  nefarius  of  Bishop  Bull» 

to  have  attempted  a  deception  in  these  circumstances. 

As,  in  'another  place,  you  speak  more  fully  on  the 
subject  of  my  artifice  and  insincerity,  enlarge  upon  the 
nature  of  it,  and  the  degree  of  its  guilt  in  controver* 
sial  writings,  I  shall  produce  the  passage  at  length,  and 
then  give  a  general  answer  to  it* 

"Indeed,  Sir,"  you  say^  p.  159,  "  in  quoting  an* 
cient  authors  when  you  have  understood  the  original, 
which  in  many  instances  is  not  the  case,  you  have  too 
often  been  guilty  of  much  reserve  and  managements 
Tys  appears  in  some  instances  in  which  you  caimoi 
pretend  that  your  own  inadvertency,  or  your  printeifs^ 
hath  given  oorasion  to  unmerited  imputations.  I  wish 
that  my  complaints  upon  this  head  had  been  grounds 
kss:  but  in  justice  to  my  own  cause  I  could  nofesuffer 
vtnfair  quotations  to  pass  undetected.    God  forbki  thsLt 
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I  should  draw  my  conclunon  from  this  imseemly  prac* 
ttce  against  the  general  probity  of  your  character.  But 
you  will  allow  me  to  lament  that  njcn  of  integrity,  la 
the  service  of  what  they  think  a  good  end,  should  in- 
dulge  themselves  so  freely  as  they  often  do  in  the  use 
of  unjustifiable  means.    Time  was  when  the  practice 
was  openly  avowed^  and  Origea  himself  was  among  its 
defenders.  The  art  which  he  recommended  he  scrupled 
not  to  employ.  I  have  produced  an  instance,  in  which, 
to  silence  an  adversary,  he  hath  recourse  to  the  wilful 
and  deliberate  allegation  of  a  notorious  falsehood.  Tou 
have  gone  no  such  length  as  this.     1  think  you  may 
believe  me  sincere  when  I  speak  respectfully  of  your 
worth  and  integrity,  notwithstanding  that  1  find  occa« 
sion  to  charge  you  with  some  degree  of  blame,  in  a  sort 
in  which  the  great  character  of  Origen  was  more  deeply 
infected.  Would  to  God  jt  had  been  otherwise.  Would 
to  God  I  could  with  truth  have  boasted  '  To  these  low 
arts  stooped  Origen,  but  my  contemporary,  my  great 
antagonist^  disdains  them.'  How.  would  it  have  hdght* 
ened  the  pride  of  victory,  could  I  have  found  a  fair  oc« 
casbn  to  be  thus  the  herald  of  my  adversary's  pra^!" 
All  these,  Sir,  and  such  like  charges  of  artful,  and 
therefore  highly  criminal  misrepresentation  (for  they 
cannot  amouiit  to  any  thing  less  notwithstanding  adl 
your  qualifying  clauses,)  which  yoii  and  Mr.  Badcock 
are  perpetually  urging,  are  in  their  own  nature  too  ab« 
surd  to  gain  any  credit,  and  therefore  can  only  sbf^vr 
that  what  you  want  in  argument  you  are  willing  to 
make  up  some  other  way.    I  have  completely  vindi^ 
cated  the  character  of  Origen,  which  you  have  endea* 
voured  to  blot ;  and  as  to  myself,  you  are  quite  at 
liberty  (o  thJok  of  me  jiist  as  you  please.    1  am  not 
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conscious  of  any  unfairness  whatever  in  any  part  of 
my  proceedings^  but  have  a  perfect  villingness  to  bring 
before  the  public  every  thing  that  may  enable  them  to 
form  a  true  judgement  on  the  subject  of  this  contro* 
versy.  If  I  knew  of  any  circumstance  favourable  to 
your  argument,  I  would .  produce  it  as  readily  as  I 
should  do  any  thing  in  favour  of  my  own ;  and  I  am 
as  willing  to  detect  my  own  mistakes  as  you  or  any 
person  can  be  to  do  it  for  me.  For  this  I  appeal  to 
the  tenor  of  all  my  writings,  and  to  my  general  cha« 
racter,  which  I  will  venture  to  say  is  as  fair  as  yours. 

You  are  pleased,  indeed,  to  balance  the  account  of 
my  wilful  misrepresentations,  &c.  with  an  allowance 
for  the  general  probity  of  my  character,  p.  160,  and 
a  cordial  esteem  and  affection  for  the  virtues  of  it^ 
which,  you  say,  are  great  and  amiable*  What  you 
know  of  my  private  character  I  cannot  tell,  but  I  sup- 
pose not  much ;  and  I  shall  not  attempt  to  balance  your 
account  in  the  same  manner }  for  really  of  your  private 
character  I  know  but  little,  either  good  or  evil ;  and 
therefore  I  presume  the  former,  though  the  liberties 
you  have  taken  as  a  writer  are  not  very  favourable  to 
that  presumption.  But  this  kind  of  apology  is  absurd; 
and  had  I  thought  you  op  Mr.  Badcock  capable  of  the 
things  with  which  you  charge  me,  I  should  not  say  that 
*'  your  virtues  were  either  great  or  amiable."' 

By  way  of  softening  those  charges,  which  materially 
affect  my  moral  character^  yoti  sometimes  (though  it 
makes  a  poor  compensation  for  defects  of  a  moral 
nature)  introduce  compjiments  (whether  sincerely  or 
iromcally  is  equally  indifferent  to  me)  respecting  merit 
of  a  philosophical  hind.  These  also,  for  want  of  in* 
formation,  I  aiu  unable  to  return.   For  if  I  were  asked 
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what  improvements  in  science  the  world  owes  to  yon, 
I  really  could  not  lell ;  and  1  think  it  is  very  possible, 
that,  in  fact,  you  are  a^  much  a  stranger  to  my  pursuits 
as  I  am  to  yours*  By  this  I  dp  not  mean  to  insinuate 
that  you  have  no  iperit  as  a  maihe^naiicianj  to  which 
you  make  high  pretensions ;  but  though  for  some  years 
I  applied  pretty  closely  to  the  study  of  pure  mathematics, 
and  was  thought  to  have  made  some  proficiency  in  them, 
it  was  when  I  had  not  the  means  of  employing  my  time 
as  I  now  do,  so  that  I  give  but  little  attention  to  those 
matters.  Whatever  may  be  the  case  with  you,  I  find 
that  if  I  particularly  cultivate  one  branch  of  knowledge, 
it  must  be  at  the  expense  of  others.  I  have  therefore 
made  my  choice  of  the  different  objects  of  pursuit,  and 
shall  hardly  change  it  now,  except,  as  I  get  older,  to 
circumscribe  my  studies  still  more. 

If  any  thing  would  justify  a  retort  of  such  charges 
of  unfairness,  it  would  be  your  readiness,  upon  every 
slight  occasion,  to  bring  them  against  me.  For  we  do 
not  easily  suspect  ^others  of  what  we  feel  we  are  in- 
capable of  ourselves,  x  But  as  I  ^m  conscious  of  the 
utmost  fairness  in  my  own  conduct,  I  cannot  lightly 
believe  the  contrary  of  others. 

As  I  observed  to  Mr.  Venn,  in  th«  first  theological 
-  controversy  in  which  I  engaged,  p.  9,  "  It  behoves  us 
carefully  to  distinguish  between  a  latent  insincerity^* 
(the  nature  and  causes  of  which  I  there  explain)  *'  un- 
der the  influence  of  which  men  deceive  themselves, 
and  that  direct  prevaricatiouj  with  which  those  who 
are  engaged  in  debate  are  too  ready  to  charge  one  an* 
other,  as  if  their  adversaries  knowingly  concealed  or 
opposed  the  truth.  This  is  a  crime  of  so  heinous  a 
l^ature^  that  I  should  be  very  unwilling  to  impute  it  ta 
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any  person  whatever/*  I  am  therefore  unwilHng  to 
charge  it  on  you  or  Mr.  Badcock,  notwithstanding 
some  appearances  might  seem  to  justify  me  in  it. 

I  am  the  most  puzzled  to  account  for  the  strange 

and  improbable  history  that  you.  Sir,  have  given  of  a* 

church  of  orthodox  Jews  at  Jerusalem  after  the  time  of 

Adrian,  and  the  series  of  historical  yac^j,  as  you  have 

the  assurance  to  call  them,  for  which  it  is  not  possible 

that  you  should  have  any  authority  in  ancient  or  even 

in  modem  writers;  and  yet  had  you  yourself  been 

present  at  the  surrender  of  the  place,  and  had  drawn 

up  the  terms  of  capitulation,  you  could  not  have  given 

a^more  distinct  and  positive  account.     But  the  fact,  I 

believe,  was,  that,  without  any  examination  of  your 

own,  you  took  it  for  granted  from  the  authority  of 

Mosheim,  (who  had  no  authority  for  it  himself, )  that 

one  leading  circumstance  was  true,  and  then  concluded 

that  the  other  circumstances  which  you  have  added, 

and  tli^rdbre  knew  that  you  added,  must  have  been  so 

too.  On  this  you  have  not  hesitated  to  relate  the  whole 

in  one  continued '7?arra^2Ve,  just  as  if  you  had  been 

copying  from  some  historian  of  the  time ;  and  Origen^ 

who  lived  in  those  times,  and  in  the  very  country,  and 

whose  veracity  was  never  questioned  before,  is  treated 

without  ceremony  as  a  wifful  liar,  because  he  has  given 

a  different  account  of  things*, 

*  The  learned  writer  is  under  a  misiake  in  supposing  that  Dr* 
HoTsley  invented  the  circumstances  reldling  to  the  church  at  jBUa* 
The  fact  is,  and  the  Archdeacon  confesses  it  in  his  Reply  to  thes€ 
Letters,  part  U,  chap.  2.  that  he  did  copy  these  circumstances  fron^ 
the  note  in  Mosheim*s  Commentaries,  t^c,  to  which  he  refers,  Bui 
Dr.  Priestley  at  thai  time  not  having  access  to  this  ivork,  consulted 
only  MoshAnCs  Ecclesiastical  History,  in  which  MoshdiA  had  with 
great  discretion  omitted  many  of  those  circumstances  which  he  had 
introduced  into  Ids  Commentaries,  and  which  had  no  foundation  but 

y2 
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As  it  has  been  very  much  my  object  to  trace  effects 
to  their  ccjiuses^  and  I  consider  the  hun^an  mind,  and 
consequently  all  human  actions,  to  be  subject  to  laws 
as  regular  as  those  which  operate  in  my  laboratory, 
{for  want  of  knowing  or  attending  to'  which  Mr.  Gib- 
bon has  egregiously  failed  in  his  account  of  the  causes 
of  the  spread  of  Christianity,  and  you  in  this  contro- 
versy,) I  had  framed  an  hypothesis  to  account  for  Mn 
Badcock's  censure  of  what  I  said  concerning  Eusebius; 
but  not  being  quite  satisfied  with  it  I  rejected  it.  How- 
ever, notwithstanding  strong  appearances,  I  am  still  wil* 
ling  to  hope  that  the  misrepresentation,  though  exceed- 
ingly gross,  was  not  directly  wilful. 

I  am,  &c. . 


LETTER   XIX. 

Miscellaneous  j4rticles^  and  the  Conclusion. 

Rev.  Sir> 

JL/isposED  as  you  are  to  make  the  most  of  every  trifling 
oversight  that  you  can  discover  in  my  History,  and  of 
every  concession  that  I  make  to  you,  I  still  have  no  ob- 
jection to  acknowledge  any  real  mistake  that  I  have 
fallen  into,  important  or  unimportant ;.  and  I  shall  cer- 
tainly correct  all  such  in  any  future  edition  of  my 
work ;  and  likewise,  as  far  as  I  am  able,  in  the  trans^ 


m  hu  oum  imagination,  as  the  Archdeacon  afterwards  found  to 
great  disappointment  and  chagrin.  And  the  remainder  of  this  con^ 
troversy  is  occupied  chiefly  in  elaborate  and  ingenious  but  unsuccess* 
fil  efforts  to  extricate  himself  from  the  difficulties  in  which  he  had 
involved  himself  by  hastily  adopting  the  unfounded  positions  andca* 
lumnies  of  Moshetm.-^l^D, 
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ladons  that  are  making  of  it  into  foreign  languages. 
I  shall  now  make  two  acknowledgements,  and  let  our 
readers  judge  of  their  importance ;  and  how  little  my 
History  loses  for  want  of  being  perfectly  correct  in 
those  particulars. 

I  had  said  jLhat  ^^  Valesius  was  of  opinipn  that  the 
history  of  Hegesippus  was  neglected  and  lost,  because 
it  was  observed  to  favour  the  unitarian  doctrine;" 
whereas  I  should  have  said,  "  on  account  of  the  errors 
which  it  contained,  and  that  those  errors  could  not  be 
supposed  to  be  any  other*  than  those  of  the  unitarians  ;'* 
and  if  I  had  consulted  the  passage  at  the  time,  I  cer- 
tainly should  have  expressed  myself  in  that  more 
cautious  manner.  But  of  what  consequence  is  this 
circumstance  to  my  great  argument  ?  Mr.  Badcock, 
haying  looked  for  the  passage  to  which  I  refer,  and 
not  being  able  to  find  it,  seems  to  have  imagined  that 
I  had  no  such  passage  to  produce.  He  therefore,  after 
his  insolent  manner,  challenges  me  to  produce  it,  and 
to  put  him  to  shame.  That  I  believe  to  be  impossible^ 
otherwise  it  would  have  been  effectually  done  in  my 
Remarks  on  the  Monthly  Review ;  at  least,  by  my  no- 
tice of  his  most  shameful  conduct  with  respect  to  my 
censure  of  Eusebius^  p.  21,  of  which  he  says  nothing 
at  all  in  his  Letter  to  me.  I  suppose  he  thought  it  not 
to  be  regarded.  However  the  passage  which  I  refer  to, 
and  which  sufficiently  answers  my  purpose,  is  as  fol- 
lows :  ^'^  Moreover,  those  books  of  Clement  xrontained 
a  short  and  compendious  exposition  of  both  the  testa- 
ments, as  Photius,  in  his  jB/W/o/Aeca  witnesses ;  but 
on  account  of  the  errors  with  which-  they  abounded 
being  negligently  kept,  they  were  at  length  lost  j  nor 
was  there  any  other  reason,  in  my  opmion,  why  the 
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books  of  Papias,  Hegesippus,  and  others  of  the  an- 
Clients  are  now  lost*/' 

Tou,  Sir,  however,  have  observed  this  passage,  and 
you  say,  p.  4,  ^^  Valesius  has  indeed  expressed  an  opi- 
nion that  the  work  of  Hegesippus  was  neglected  by 
the  ancients  on  account  of  errors  which  it  contained. 
But  what  the  errors  might  be  which  might  occasion 
this  neglect  is  a  point  upon  which  Valesius  is  silent. 
And  what  right  have  you  to  suppose  that  the  unitarian 
doctrine  was  the  error  which  Valesius  ascribed  to  He* 
gesippus  more  than  to  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  upon 
whose  last  work  of  the  Hypotyposes  he  passes  the 
same  judgement  ? " 

I  answer,  that  there  were  no  errors  of  any  conse- 
quence ascribed  to  that  early  age  besides  those  of  the 
Gnosdcs  and  of  the  unitarians.  The  former  certainly 
were  not  those  that  Valesius  could  allude  to  with  re> 
spect  to  Hegesippus,  because  this  writer  mendons  the 
Gnostics  very  particularly  as  heredcs,  but  makes  no 
mention  of  unitarians  at  all ;  though  they  certainly  ex* 
isted,  and  I  doubt  not  constituted  the  great  body  of 
unlearned  christians  in  his  time,  which  is  one  circum- 
stance that,  together  with  his  being  a  Jewish  christian^ 
(all  of  whom  are  expressly  said  to  have  been  Ebionites, 
and  none  of  them  to  have  believed  the  divinity  of 
Christ,)  leads  me  to  conclude  that  he  was  an  unitarian 
himself.  Though  Clemens  Alexandrinus  was  not  an 
unitarian,  yet  he  never  calls  unitarians  heretics  \  and 

♦  Porro  ii  Clementis  liUrl  continebant  brevem  et  coinpcndiariam 
iitriusque  testamenti  expositionern^  ut  testatur  Photius  in  Biblio- 
theca.  'Ob'errores  autem  qiubus  scatebant^  negligentius  babibi 
tandem  peneraot.  Nee  alta^  meo  quidem  judicio/  caosa  est,  ^ 
Papise  et  Hegesippi,  alioruraque  vetenim  libri,  intercideriot.  la 
lEus^'b.  HUt.  lib.  V.  cap.  11  • 
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Since  in  his  accounts  of  heretics  in  general^  which  »re 
pretty  frequent  in  his  works,  he  evidently  means  -the 
Gnostics  only  J  and  therefore  virtually  excludes  unita-^ 
rians  froih  that  description  of  men ;  it  is  by  no  means 
improbable  but  that,  in  those  writings  of  his  which  are 
lost,  he  might  have  said  things  directly  in  favour  of 
unitarians. 

In  this  passage  Vale^us  also  mentions  the  writings  of 
Papias  as  having,  in  his  opinion,  been  lost  for  the  same 
reason.  Now  Papias  has  certainly  been  supposed  to 
be  an  Ebionite.  Mr.  Whiston  has  made  this  very  pro« 
bable  frotn  a  variety  of  circuoistances.  See  his  Ac^ 
count  of  the  Ceasing  of  Miracles,  p.  1 8.  In  the  same 
tract  he  gives  his  reasons  for  supposing  Hegesippus  to 
have  been  an  Ebionite,  and  he  expresses  his  wonder, 
*^  that  he  should  have  had  the  good  fortune  to  be  so 
long  esteemed  by  the  learned  for  a  catholic,"  p.12|,  &c. 
In  this  Mr.  Whiston  may  be  supposed  to  have  been 
sufficiently  impartial,  as  he  was  an  Arian,  and  express^ 
great  dislike  of  the  Ebionites }  as,  indeed,  Arians  al-* 
ways  have  done. 

I  also  acknowledge  that  I  ought  not  to  have  exempt- 
ed Epiphanius  (as  you  have  observed^  p.  4,  though  with 
more  severity  than  the  case  required)  from  the  impro- 
priety gf  charging  Noetus  with  being  a  Patripassian. 
But  this  also  is  a  circumstance  of  as  little  consequence 
to  the  main  argument  as  the  former,  though  my  negli- 
gence with  respect  to  it,  I  frankly  own,  was  greater. 
I  had  myself  discovered  the  mistake,  and  should  have 
corrected  it,  if  your  Letters  to  me  had  never  appeared. 
That  the  Patripassian  notion  was  injuriously  charged 
upon  the  unitarians  of  antiquity  is  sufficiently  shown  by 
Beausobre,  who  was  himself  a  trinitarian  and  a  mm  of 
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learning  if  ever  there  was  one.  This  dbaige  was  sa 
common  that,  without  any  proper  evidence  whatever, 
all  the  unitarians  are  called  Patripasaans  by  one  writer 
or  other.  Optatus  even  says  that  Ebion,  the  soi^)06ed 
&ther  of  the  Ebionites,  was  a  Patripasaan  *,  though  do 
early  writer  who  mentions  the  Ebionites  says  any  such 
thing  of  them. 

I  ^must,  however,  acknowledge  that  you  have  one 
just  cause  of  triumph  over  me,  and  all  the  friends  of 
free  inquiry ;  but  this  also,  as  with  respect  to  evory 
other  advantage  which  you  have,  gained,  you  exult  in 
too  much,  and  make  too  great  account  of.  The  Month- 
ly Review,  which  was  formerly  in  jour  favour,  is  now 
completely  yours.  Tour  Charge,  which  contains  the 
bighest  orthodoxy^  and  discovers  the  greatest  spirit  of 
church  authority  of  any  production  in  this  age,  has 
been  examined  before  that  tribunal,  and  been  honoured 
with  an  unqualified  approbation.  And  as  to  your  pre> 
sent  publication,  which  has  no  less  merit  of  tfie  same 
kind,  its  praises,*  I  doubt  not,  are  already  sung^  or  at 
least  set  to  musicy  and  the  whole  choir  of  Reviewers, 
who  have  been  unanimous  in  their  condemnation  of 
me,  are  ready  to  join  the  chorus  on  this  occasion. 

You  plead  your  right,  p.  78,  to  make  the  most  of 
this  your  new  ac^(tiisition ;  and  in  this  you  think  your- 
seii  justified  by  my  tonduct  in  the  publication  of  small 
and  cheap  pamphlets,  for  the  purpose  of  disseminating 
my  principles  among  the  lower  and  poorer  class  or 
people,  though,  in  my  opituon»  the  two  cases  are  very 
different  indeed.  This  post,  however,  which  we  were 
once  in  possession  of,  you  and  your  friends  have  n(W 

*  Ut  Hebion  qui  arguinentabatur  patrem  passam  esse,  dob 
filium.    Lib.  iv.  p.  gu 
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got,  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  you  will  ask  our 
have  what  use  to  make  of  it ;.  so  that  we  must  yield 
with  as  good  a  grace  as  we  can,  and  endeavour  to  makef 
our  ground  good  elsewhere. 

One  of  your  curious  proofs  of  my  ignorance^  and  of 
my  being  entirely  unqualified  to  write  the  history  of 
early  iimes^  is  my  not  being  acquainted  with  the  opini- 
ons of  some  modern  writers^  and  those  either  difficult 
to  procure,  or  such  as  could  have  been  of  little  use  tp 
me,  if  I  had  known  them.  I  acknowledged  that  I  had 
not  heard  of  D.  Zuicker ;  I  did  not  know  what  Episco- 
pius,  Petavius,  or  Huetius,  thought  on  a  particular  sub- 
ject, and  I  had  not  read  your  great  authority,  bishop 
Bull.  "  What  is  this,"  you  say,  p.  7,  "  but  to  confess 
that  you  are  indeed  little  redde  in  the  principal  writers, 
either  on  your  own  side  of  the  question  or  the  opposite^ 
But  as  no  man,  I  presume,  is  bom  with  an  intuitive 
knowledge  of  the  opinions,  or  the  facts,  of  past  ages, 
the  historian  of  religious  corruptions,  confessing  him« 
self  unredde  in  the  polemical  divines^  confesses  igno- 
rance of  his  subject.  You  repel  the  imputation  oi pla* 
giarism  by  the  most  disgraceful  confession  of  igno^ 
rance^  to  which  foiled  polemic  ever  was  reduced." 

Now  the  probability  is,  that  my  reading  in  polemical 
divinity  is  much  more  extensive  than  yours.  But  if  it 
had  been  ten  times  greater  than  it  is,  I  do  not  know 
whether,  instead  of  being  advantageous,  it  might  not 
have  been  of  disservice  to  me,  in  ascertaining  the  state 
of  things  in  the  early  ages,  to  the  knowledge  of  which 
these  authors  had  no  be(;^er  access  than  myself.  Tou 
yourself,  I  am  pretty  confident,  have  formed  your  opi- 
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nions  on  these  subjects  chiefly  from  modem  writers ; 
and  it  has  been  by  this  means,  and  by  the  help  of  your 
fiertiie  imagination,  as  I  have  shown,  that  ybu  have  been 
•0  miserably  misled  as  you  have  been. 

Ill/ 

You  and  Mr.  Badcock  both  pride  yourselves  in  your 
knowledge  of  (he  Greek  language,  and  you  insult  me, 
and  my  Vindicator ^  for  our  ignorance  of  it.  But  to 
criticize  others  is  the  easiest  road  to  fame.  In  the  same 
way  you  might  set  yourself  up  even  against  Casaubon, 
Scaliger,  or  Bentley,  to  whom  you  acknowledge,  p.  58, 
that  you  ^*  stand  bowing  at  a  distance :''  for  the  greatest 
scholars  sometimes  make  great  mistakes. 

Out  of  the  number  of  citations  that  I  have  made,  is 
it  extraordinary  that  two  or  three,  and  those  of  no  great 
consequence,  should  have  been  found  in  some  degree 
faulty  ?  You  and  your  ally  have  had  no  occasion  to  pro- 
duce  many,  and  writing  in  controversy,  would  naturally 
be  more  guarded ;  and  yet  your  errors  in  this  way  fer 
exceed  mine.  Concerning  one  of  these,  you  say,  p. 
1 5,  "  the  words  are  so  very  clear^  that  the  sense  was 
hardly  to  be  missed  at  first  sight,  by  a  school  boy  in  the 
second  year  6f  Greek/'  What/  then,  will  be  said  of 
the  man  who  can  translate  idiota^  ideot^  who  can  argue 
from  ovTo^  as  necessarily  referring  to  a  perspn  (for  if  this 
was  not  your  meaning,  it  was  impertinent  to  alledge  jt 
at  all)  and  censure  me  for  rendering  n;x  uKKca  rm  n  by 
to  nothing  but  ?  And  what  can  you  say  in  excuse  for 
your  learned  ally  translating  aXXoi  ya^  tcut  aXKov  t/w- 
9roy,  others  upon  another  plan^  instead  of  some  in.  one 
vtay  and  others  in  another^  pn  which  he  founds  the 
most  improbable  and  malignant  of  all  his  accusations 
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agsunst  me,  for  concealment^  wilful  perversion,  &c.  f 

And  what  can  you  say  for  the  apology  he  has  made  for 

his  blunder,  when  he  only  allows  that  the  words  may 

be  more  accurately  rendered  as  I  have  done ;  whereas^ 

every  person  who  is  at  all  acquainted  with  Greek,  must 

know  that,  in  that  connexion,  and  especially  if  the  forqe 

of  the  particle  ya^  be  attended  to,  the  phrase  will  not 

bear  any  other  rendering  ?  A  writer  who  assumes  so 

much  as  he  has  done,  and  who  has  treated  my  Findi" 

catohj  on  the  subject  of  Greek,  with  a  degree  of  inso« 

lence  that  exceeds  any  thing  that  I  have  met  with,  and 

yet  has  himself  blundered  in  this  manner,  ought  to  kiss 

the  rod,  if  not,  without  a  figure,  to  feel  it,  and  take 

shame  to  himself.  His  friends,  however,  if  he  have  any, 

must  blush  for  him. 

Though  from  the  age  of  seventeen  to  twenty-seven, 
I  believe,  I  read  as  much  Greek  as  almost  any  man  can 
be  supposed  to  have  read  in  the  same  time,  and  after 
that  taught  it  nine  years,  the  last  six  of  them  at  War* 
rington,  and  chiefly  tlie  higher  Greek  classics  (for  the 
elements  of  the  language  were  not  taught  in  that  acade- 
my) I  do  not  pretend  ever  to  have  been  properly  at 
home  in  the  language.  I  mean  so  as  to  read  it  with  the 
same  ease  with  which  it  is  common  to  read  Latin  or 
French  (indeed  I  have  not  yet  met  with  any  man  who 
pretended  that  he  could  do  this),  and  having  given  less 
attention  to  that  language  since  I  have  had  the  m^ns 
of  employing  my  time  better,  your  Scotch  correspondent 
'  may  be  right  in  observing,  p,  1 82,  that  /  am  but  very 
moderately  skilled  in  it,  and  at  my  time  of  life,  my  ac- 
quaintance with  it  is  not  likely  to  improve.  However, 
such  as  it  is,  I  shall  make  the  best  use  that  I  can  of  it 
in  the  larger  work  on  which  I  am  now  employed.    It 
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k  possible,  however,  that  I  might  mfsike  but  a  bad  ex« 
change  of  the  remains  of  my  Greek  literature  for  yours, 
or  that  of^your  Scotch  correspondent.  -  - 

IV. 

You  are  pleased  to  make  some  apology  for  your 
haughty  style^  and  the  contemptuous  airs  you  gave 
yourself,  both  with  respect  to  Dissenters^  and  to  your 
own  inferior  Clergy.  To  what  I  observed  on  this  sub- 
ject, you  now  say,  p.  158,  "  it  might  be  a  sufScIent, 
and  not  an  unbecoming  reply,  to  remind  you  that  I 
spoke  ex  cathedra,  and  hold  myself  accountable  for  the 
advice  which  I  gave  to  no  human  judicature,  except  the 
King,  the  metropolitan,  and  my  diocesan.  This  would 
indeed,  be  the  only  answer,  which  I  should  condescend 
to  give  to  any  one  for  whom  I  retained  not,  under  all 
our  differences,  a  very  considerable  degree  of  persona) 
esteem.  But  as  Dr.  Priestley  is  my  adversary,  in  some 
points  I  could  wish  to  set  him  right,  and  in  some  I  de* 
sire  to  explain." 

A  great  part  of  this  apology  was,  indeed,  Sir,  quite 
unnecessary,  as  no  person  can  read  your  Charge  and 
doubt  your  having  delivered  it  ex  cathedra.  The  in* 
ferior,  the  far  inferior  clergy,  to  whom  it  was  ad- 
dressed,  were,  I  presume,  fully  sensible  of  it.  The  only 
question  is,  whether  you  ever  think  that  you  are  not 
speaking  ex  cathedra  ?  Please,  however,  to  remember 
that  I  am  not  one  of  those  to  whom  you  have  any  right 
to  speak  in  that  manner,  amd  that  I  do  not  hold  myself 
accountable  to  any  metropolitan,  or  diocesan,  or  even 
to  the  king,  or  any  person  or  potentate  on  earth,  in  mat* 
ters  of  religion.  Also  while  I  have  *^  credit  ^ough 
(p.  171 7)  to  collect/'  or  to  find,  ^^  a  congregation,"  I 
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shall  preach,  without  applying  to  your  church,  or  the 
church  of  Rome>  for  holy  orders  ^  and  I  shall  think  my 
conventicle  as  reputable  a  place  for  preaching  as  any  of 
your  churches  \  though  you,  p.  169,  think  it  arrogant 
in  me  to  make  the  comparison  between  them. 

V. 

I  can  hardly  believe  that  I  am  living  in  the  close  of 
the  eighteenth  century,  when  I  read  what  you  say  in 
this  publication  concerning  the  dignity  and  the  power 
of  the  priesthood^  derived  by  regular  succession^  p. 
171,  from  the  apostles,  and  of  course  through  the 
Popes,  and  find  that  you  seriously  disallow  of  my  au- 
thority to  exercise  the  sacred  function,  &c.  As  a  cu- 
riosity, in  the  year  1784,  I  am  tempted  to  give  my 
reader  a  pretty  long  extract  from  your  work  on  this 
subject*  After  enumerating  the  mischiefs  that  you  say, 
p.  1 70,  you  have  seen  in  your  own  country,  in  the 
course  of  your  own  life,  you  add,  "  Wh«i  I  consider 
that  the  root  of  all  those  evils  has  been  the  prevalency 
of  a  principle,  of  which  you  seem  disposed  to  be  an  ad* 
•  vocate,  that  every  man  who.  has  credit  enough  to  collect 
a  congregation  has  a  right,  over  which  the  magistrate 
cannot  without  tyranny  exercise  controul,  to  cel,ebrate 
divine  worship,  according  to  his  own  form,  and  to  pro- 
pagate his  own  opinions ;  I  am  inclined  to  be  jealous  of 
a  principle  which  has  proved,  I  had  almost  said,  so  rui« 
nous ;  and  I  lean  the  ihore  to  the  opinion,  that  the  com- 
mission of  a  ministry,  perpetuated  by  regular  succession, 
is  something  more  than  a  dream  of  cloystered  gowns- 
men, or  a  tale  imposed  upon  the  vulgar,  to  serve  the 
ends  of  avarice  and  ambition.  For  whatever  confusion 
human  folly  may  admit,  a  divine  institution  must  have 
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^thin  itself  a  provision  for  harmony  and  order.  Anct, 
upon  those  principles,  though  I  wish  that  all  indulgence 
should  be  shown  to  tender  consciences,  and  will  ever 
be  an  advocate  for  the  largest  toleration  that  may  be 
consistent  with  political  wisdom  (being  indeed  persuaded 
that  the  restraints  of  human  laws  must  be  used  with  the 
greatest  gentleness  and  moderation  to  be  rendered  means 
of  strengthening  the  bonds  of  christian  peace  and  amity) 
yet  I  could  wish  to  plant  a  principle  of  severe  restraint 
in  the  consciences  of  men.  1  could  w^ish  that  the  iin* 
portance  of  the  ministerial  office  were  considered,  that 
the  practice  of  antiquity  were  regarded,  and  that  it  might 
not  seem  a  matter  of  perfect  indifference  to  the  laity,  (o 
what  house  of  worship  they  resort.  I  cannot  admit  that 
every  assembly  of  grave  and  virtuous  men^  in  which 
grave  and  virtuous  men  take  upon  them  to  officiate,  k 
to  be  dignified  with  the  aJ)pellation  of  a  churchy*  &c 
That  these  doctrines,  which  will  justify  all  the  nh 
lence  of  the  church  of  Rome,  and  which  condenm  the 
reformation,  should  be  maintained  by  a  ^rotestant  divine 
at  this  day  is  rather  extraordinary.  I  can  almost  fancy 
that  the  dial  of  Ahaz  has  once  more  gone  back,  and  * 
brought  us  to  the  time  of  Dr.  Sacheverel,  if  not  that  of 
Archbishop  Laud.  ^  But  were  I,  in  my  turn,  to  make 
an  enumeration  of  the  complicated  mischiefs  that  hare 
arisen  both  to  the  cause  of  Christianity,  and  the  peace 
of  society,  from  church  establishments  (but  it  would  be 
digressing  too  far  from  the  object  of  this  coritroversy 
to  do  it)  it  would  soon  appear  that  it  was  high  time 
that  this  boasted  alliance  between  Me  church  and  ih^ 
STATE  was  entirely  broken ;  as  it  has  proved  infinitely 
injurious  to  both  the  contracting  parties,  though  occ^ 
sionally  useful  to  those  churchmen  and  statesman  wbo> 
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to  serve  the  purposes  of  their  own  ambition,  had  dnivm 
the  contract. 

When  I  contemplate  the  dignity  you  assume  as  Arcf^ 
deacouj  and  the  high  tone  of  your  whole  performance, 
superior  to  any  thing  on  my  shelves^  I  wonder  that  you 
should  profess  any  respect  for  tender  consciences  at  all. 
I  find,  however,  that  the  respect  you  profess  for  dis- 
senters is  only  for  those  who  zxe  favoured  by  the  l^ws  ; 
so  that  our  obligations  to  you  are  not  great ;  nor  do  you 
think  there  is  any  impropriety  in  the  restraints  of  human 
laws  in  matters  of  religion,  only  you  would  have  them 
used,  p.'I71,  with  gentleness  and  moderation.  How 
hr  this  gentleness  and  moderation  would  go,  if  you  real- 
ly thought  the  church  in  danger,  I  cannot  tell.  I  am, 
therefore,  happy  that  you  are  so  easy  on  that  account, 
as  you  represent  yourself,  p.  8. 

You  are  pleased,  however,  though  in  no  perfect  con- 
fistence  with  what  you  say  of  the  powers  of  the  priest^ 
koody  as  .derived  by  succession  from  the  apostles,  to 
say,  p.  161,  "  You  will  remember  that  I  make  the 
learning  and  the  piety  of  her  clergy,  bf  which  ample 
xnonuments  are  extant,  the  basis  of  her  pre-eminence/' 
I  have  no  dispositioh  to  detract  from  the  learning  or 
the  piety  there  may  be  among  you ;  but  as  you  cele- 
brate your  own  praises,  I  will  take  the  liberty  to  oI> 
serve,  that,  allowance  being  made  for  your  superior 
numbers  and  superior  advantages,  with  respect  to  con- 
veniences for  study,  from  which,  by  a  policy  as  weak 
as  it  is  illiberal,  you  exclude  dissenters,  (thinking,  per- 
haps, to  make  us  despicable,  by  keeping  us  in  igno- 
rance,) I  do  not  think  that  the  body  of  flissenting  mi- 
nisters, with  all  their  disadvantages,  need  be  afraid  of 
a  comparison  with  you;  and  candid  persons  among 
the  clergy  have  acknowledged  the  hen^t  you  have^ 
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derived  from  us;  not  to, say  that  you  are  indebted  ta 
us  for  some  of  your  greatest  ornaments,  as  TillotsoQ^ 
Butler^  and  Seeker. 

In  what  you  say  of  Dr.  Chandler  (whose  iniinnity, 
and  I  may  add  whose  misfortune,  it  was  to  pay  too 
much  court  to  leading  men  both  in  the  church  and  in 
the  state),  viz.  that  he  preferred  the  church  of  England 
to  any  other  establishment  of  Christianity,  p.  161,  it 
would  be  no  great  compliment  from  me  if  I  should  say 
it  after  him.  But  I  really  cannot  do  it ;  and  if  I  could 
adopt  your  idea  of  the  transmission  of  the  powers  of 
the  priesthood  from  the  apostles,  and  was  to  confono 
to  any  establishment,  I  should  choose  to  be  member  of 
a  much  older  and  more  venerable  establishment  than 
yours^  and  in  which  the  claim  to  that  valuable  succes- 
sion should  be  less  liable  to  lirigation* 

As  to  yourself  in ;  particular,  who  are  so  proud  of 

being  a  churchman,  it  would  have  been  happy  for  the 

public,  and  likewise  a  particular  satisfaction  to  myself 

if  you  had  had  a  greater  share  of  that  learning  of 

which  you  think  your  church  possessed*     More  infbr< 

mation  would  then  have  been  given  to  our  readers  by 

both  of  us ;  and  at  least  I  might  have  been  able  to  say 

with  the  perscMi  who  examined  Dr.  Clarke,  Probe  m 

exercuisti.    Alt  I  can  now  say  is, 'that  I  have  made 

some  use  of  your  ignorawce,  though  I  should  bare 

made  more  of  your  knowledge,  to  throw  light  on  the 

subject  of  our  discussiotl.     My  task  has  been  much 

too  easy ;  but  I  would  willingly  have  done  racM'e  if 

there  had  been  any  occasion  for  it,  or  indeed  a  fVh 

priety  in  it 

I  am.  Sir,  your  very  humble  servant/ 

J.  PRIESTtET. 
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Thejirst'  of  the  following  Paragraphs  ^  which  was  to, 
have  been  the  last  of  Letter  VIIL  p.  232,  having 
been  overlooked  at  the  Time  of  printings  I  have 
thought  proper  to  give  it  in  this  place ^  and  to  add 
to  it  all  that  follows* 

jnLoMiTTiNo  that  the  apostles  had  taught  any  doc-* 
trines  of  a  peculiarly  sublime  nature^  and  above  the  com- 
prehension of  ordinary  christians;  yet  as  all  their  teach- 
ing  was  in  public^  and  there  were  no  secrets  among 
them,  nothing  corresponding  to  the  mysteries  of  the 
heathens,  the  common  people  must  have  heard  of  these 
sublime  things,  and  have  been  accustomed  to  the  sound 
of  the  language  in  which  they  were  expressed  j  and 
they  would  have  learned  to  respect  what  they  could 
not  understand.  They  could  never  have  been  offended 
and  staggered  at  things  which  they  and  their  Others 
before  them  had  always  been  in  the  hearing  of. 

Besides  this  argument  for  the  novelty  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  trinity,  from  the  offence  that  was  given  by  it  in 
the  time  of  Tertullian^  when,  as  far  as  I  can  find,  the 
common  people  first  heard  of  it  y  that  this  class  of 
persons  were  generally  unitarians  before  and  even  after 
the  council  of  Nice,  appears  pretty  clearly  from  several 
circumstances  in  the  history  of  those  times.  Besides, 
that  we  do  not  read  of  any  of  the  laity  being  excom- 
municated along  with  Noetus,  Paul  of  Samosata,  or 
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Photinus  ( though  unitarians  are  acknowledged  to  have 
been  in  great  numbers  in  their  days,  and  to  have  been 
in  communion  with  the  catholic  church )  when*  the  two 
last  were  deposed  from  their  sees,  the  common  people 
were  their  friends.  After  the  bishops  had  deposed  Paul 
of  Samosata,  he  could  not  be  expelled  from  the  episco- 
pal house  till  the  aid  of  the  emperor  Aurelian  was  call- 
ed in,  and  he  may  be  supposed  to  have  been  offended 
at  him,  for  his  having  been  in  the  interest  of  his  rival 
Zenobfa.  This  could  not  have  been  necessary,  if  tbe 
majority  of  his  people  had  not  been  with  him,  and  there- 
fore,  if  his  deposition  had  not,  in  fact,  been  unjust. 

As  to  Photinus,  he  was  so  popular  in  his  diocese,  that 
his  solemn  deposition  by*  three  councils  could  not  re^ 
move  him  from  his  see.     "  He  defended  himself," 
says  Tillemont  (History  of  the  Arians,  vol.  i.  p.  1160 
*'  against  the  authority  of  the  church,  by  the  affection 
which  his  people  had  for  him,  even  to  the  year  351 ; 
though  his  heresy  began  to  appear  as  early  as  342  or 
S43,  according  to  Socrates;  and  the  Eusebians con- 
demned it  in  one  of  their  confessions  of  faith  in  345." 
j/it  length  the  emperor  Constantius,  a  zealous  Arian, 
thought  it  necessary  to  interfere,  and  get  him  banished 
m  a  council  held  at  Sirmium  itselfr    I  may  add,  that 
Marcellus  of  Ancyra  left  Galatia  full  of  unitarians,  as 
Basil  afterwards  found  to  his  cost.     Had  the  body  of 
christians  in  those  times  been  generally  trinitariaos,  we 
dissenters,  who  are  pretty  much  in  the  same  situation 
with  unitarians  in  those  times,  not  having  the  counte- 
nance  of  government,  know  well  how  ready  the  com- 
mon people  would  have  been  Jo  take  an  active  part  m 
those  affairs. 
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**  Sabellianism/*  which  was  precisely  the  same  thing 
with  unitarianism  in  former  times.  Dr.  Lardner  says 
(Credibility,  vol.  iv.  p.  606,)  "  must  have  been  very 
agreeable  to  the  apprehensions  of  many  people.  Euse- 
bius  speaks  of  its  increasing  very  much  in  Egypt,  when 
Dionyaus  of  Alexandria  opposed  it.  According  to  Atha« 
nasius,  the  occasion  of  Dbnysius  writing  upon  that  head 
was,  that  some  of  the  bishops  of  Africa  followed  the  doc* 
trine  of  SabelliiLSy  and  they  prevailed  to  such  a  degree^ 
that  the  Son  of  God  was  starce  any  longer  preached 
in  the  churches^* 

It  is  also  remarkable  that  the  first  treatise  t^at  was 
ever  written  against  the  unitarian  doctrine  was  that  of 
Tertullian  against  Praxeas,  with  whom  he  was  p^rticu^ 
larly  provoked,  on  account  of  the  active  part  he  had 
taken  ag^nst  Montanus,  in  getting  him  excommuni- 
cated and  expelled  from  the' church  of  Rome.  This^ 
says  Le  Sueur,  was  the  cause  of  the  bitterness  with 
vhich  Tertullian  wrote  against  him. — Now  there  were 
treatises  against  the  Gnostics  in  a  much  earlier  period* 
"Why  then  were  none  written  against  the  unitarians^ 
dnce  pure  unitarianism  was  certainly  as  old  a&  Gnosti* 
cism ;  and  if  it  had  beeiv  deemed  a  heresy  at  all,  it  would 
certainly  have  been  thought  to  be  of  the  most  alarming 
nature,  as  it  is  considered  at  present  ?  In  the  opinions 
of  those  who  are  now  called  orthodox^  the  Gnostics 
thought  much  more  honourably  of  Christ  than  the  uni- 
tarians did.  The  unitarians  were  likewise  much  more 
numerous,  and  ih  the  bosom  of  the  church  itself,  a  cir^ 
dumstance  which  might  be  expected  to  render  them  pe« 
euliarly  obnoxious. 
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No.  II. 

I  sriALL  extend  this  Appendix  in  order  to  observe 
that,  to  the  many  £ail$e  charges  and  insinuations  of 
Xiv.  Horsley,  which  are  noticed  in  the  preceding  Let* 
terS)  he  has  added  another  to  exculpate  himself  for  the 
contempt  which  he  had  expressed  of  dissenters.  *^  If 
you  are  still/'  he  says,  p.  172,  '^  disposed  to  be  indigo 
nant  about  this  harmless  word"  (conventicle),  '^recol* 
lect,  I  beseech  you,  with  what  respect  you  iiave  your* 
self  treated  the  venerable  body  to  which  I  belong,  the 
clergy  of  the  establishment.  You  divide  it  into  two 
classes  only,  the  ignorant  and  the  insincere*  Have  I 
no  share  in  this  opprobrium  of  my  o^der  ?  -Have  I  no 
right  to  be  indignant  in  my  turn  ?" 

I  do  not  pretend  to  recollect  all  that  I  have  written, 
bu't  I  have  such  a  consciousness  of  never  having  metxnt 
or  intended  to  say  what  Dr.  Horsley  here  charges  me 
with,  that  I  will  venture  to  assert,  that  he  cannot  have 
any  more  authority  for  this  ^han  for  the  privileges 
granted  to  the  Jewish  christians  of  Jerusalem  on  their 
abandonding  the  ceremonies  of  their  old  religion.  That 
many  of  the  clergy  are  ignorant  none  can  deny ;  be- 
cause it  is  true  of  every  body  of  clergy  in  the  woiM; 
and  that  some  are  insincere  may  also,  without  great  un« 
charitableness,  be  supposed  of  any  large  body  of  men. 
Of  one  kind  of  insincerity  the  fact  is  too  evident  to  be 
denied  of  several  of  the  members  of  the  church  of  En- 
gland. For  no  man  can  be  sincere  in  professing  to  be- 
lieve what  he  openly  writes  against.  And  are  there  not 
persons  in  communion  with  the  church  of  England  who 
publicly  controvert  the  articles  of  it ;  which  artidesr , 
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\ehile  they  continue  in  the  church,  and  especially  if 
they  officiate  in  it,  they  virtually  profess  to  believe. 
That  many  are  both  learned  and  sincere  I  have  ac- 
knowledged with  respect  to  the  clergy  of  the  church 
of  Rome^  and  I  thmk  I  could  hardly  say  less  of  those 
of  the  church  of  England.  I  shall  therefore  consider 
this  charge  of  Dr.  Horsley  as  a  mere  calumny  till  he 
shall  produce  some  evidence  for  it ;  and  if,  in  any  of 
my  writings,  he  can  find  sufficient  authority  for  his 
accusation,  I  here  retract  what  I  advanced,  and  ask 
pardon  for  it. 

-  The  learning  of  many  divines  in  the  church  of 
Rome  and  that  of  England  I  have  never  denied. 
Bishop  Hurd  I  have  styled  learned  and  able,  though, 
in  my  opinion,  nothing  can  be  weaker  than  his  reason- 
ing on  the  subject  of  church  establishments.  As  to 
sincerity  J  I  have  always  been  ready  to  acknowledge  it 
ivith  respect  to  both  the  churches.  As  one  proof  of 
this  I  shall  quote  a  passage  from  the  Sermon  I  preached 
on  accepting  the  pastoral  office  in  this  place,  p.  SO, 
**  Think  not  that  the  most  fervent  zeal  for  what  are 
apprehended  to  be  the  genuine  doctrines  of  the  gospel 
is  at  all  inconsistent  with  true  christian  charity^  which 
always  judges  of  particular  persons  according  to  the 
advantages  they  have  enjoyed,  and  of  the  final  state  of 
men  by  their  sincerity  only.  And  for  my  own  part, 
I  have  no  doubt  but  that^  though  the  church  of  Rpme 
be  the  proper  Antichrist  of  the  apostles,  not  only  in^ 
numerable  zealous  papists,  but  even  some  popes  them^ 
selves,  and  since  the  Reformation^  will  sit  down  with 
Luther,  with  Calvin,  and  with  Socinus,  in  tlie  kingdom 
of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ.    Known  unto 
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God  alone  are  the  hearts  of  men ;  and  the  manixrho 
honestly  pursues  truths  and  who  acts  according  to  the 
best  lights  that  God  gives  him  an  oppoitunity  of  ac- 
quiring, will  be. he  whom  the  God  of  truth  and  up- 
rightness will  approve ;  and  none  will  suffer  a  greater 
or  more  just  condemnation  than  those  who  hold  the 
truth  in  unrighteousness.  _Much  rather  would  I  be  in 
the  case  of  many  worthy  persons  in  the  church  of  En- 
gland, or  the  church  of  Rome,  who,  at  the  same,  time 
that  they  are  fully  sensible  of  the  corruptions  and  errors 
of  the  system  in  which  they  are  entangled,  are  not  able 
to  break  their  chains,  than,  from  a  ^irit  the  reverse  of 
that  of  the  gospel,  make  an  improper  u^e  of  my  own 
liberty  by  insulting  them." 

Will  Dr.  Horsley  himself  say  this  after  me  ?  With 
respect  to  real  candour,  few,  I  thinks  will  go  greater 
lengths  than  I  have  done^  He  charges  me  with  many 
instances  of  wilful  misrepresentation^  which  is  c^ainly 
a  charge  of  insincerity }  whereas  I  have  not  charged 
him  with  any,  though  I  might  have  done  it  with  inuch 
greater  appearance  of.  reason.  With  respect  to  ignth 
ranee,  viz.  of  what  relates  to  the  subject  of  this  con* 
troversy,  with  which  he  likewise  repeatedly  charges  me, 
I  own  that  I  return  the  accusation^  and  let  our  readers 
judge  between  us. 


No.  Ill, 


IjLavino  shown  these  Letters  to  some  of  my  friends, 
and  been  ^voured  with  their  remarks,  I  wish  to  add 
the  following  ei^planations : . 
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L  P.  1 91 .  A  passage  has  been  pointed  out  to  me  m 

Grotius,  (Opera,  vol.  u.  p.  5.)  in  which  he  speaks  of 

the  Nazarenes  as  ^^  holding  the  common.faith  of  other 

christians  with  respect  to  Christ,  which  the  Ebionites 

did  not.*'     But  as  the  opinion  of  the  Ebionttes^  of 

which  he  is  there  speaking,  was  that  Christ  was  the 

son  of  Joseph^  all  that  can  be  inferred  from  the  passage 

is,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  Nazarenes  differed  from  the 

Ebionites^  by  believing  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous 

conception.  By  the  common  Jaith  of  christians  in  that 

early  age  (supposing  him  to  have  had  a  view  to  the 

doctrine  concerning   Christ   more  extensively  cCinsi- 

dered)  Grotius,  no  doubts  meant  his  own  opinion, 

which  was  far  from  that  high  orthodoxy  which  Dr. 

Horsley  ascribes  to  the  Nazarenes, 

Grotius  also  says  that  ^  it  is  well  observed  by  SuU 
pitius  Severus,  that  all  the  Jewish  christians  till  the  time 
of  Adrian  held  that  Chrfet  was  God,  though  they  ob* 
served  the  law  of  Mo$es,"  in  the  passage  which  I  have 
quoted  from  him,  p.  41.  But  the  sense  in  which  Gro- 
tius understood  the  term  God  in  this  place  must  be  ex- 
plsuned  by  his  own  sentiments  concerning  Christ.  As 
to  Sulpitius  himself,  he  must  be  considered  as  ^having 
said  nothing  more  than  that  ^'  almost  all  the  Jews  at 
Jerusalem  were  christians,  though  they  observed  the 
law  of  Moses."  This  writer's  mere  assertion,  that  the 
Jewish  christians  held  Christ  to  be  God,  in  the  proper 
sense  of  the  word,  unsupported  by  any  reasons  for  it, 
.  is  eveti  less  to  be  regarded  than  that  of  Eusebius. 

II.  The  latter  part  of  the  quotation  from  Chrysostom, 
p.  242^  243,  will  admit  of  a  translation  more  favour* 
able  to  my  purpose^  by  introducing  a  parenthesis  and 
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a  note  of  interrogation,  as  follows :  ^^  How  could  men 
who  were  then  first  taken  from  their  altars,  idols,  &<:• 
(for  such  was  the  worship  of  the  heathens)  and  being 
then  first  brought  off  from  these  abomioations,  readily 
receive  sublime  doctrines?'' 
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Infelii  I  qus  tanU  animum  dementia  cepit ! 

Non  vires  alias,  conversaque  numina  sentis  ?  Viroxl. 


PREFACE. 


'AVhen,  in  the  advertisement  of  my  History  of  early 
Opinions  concerning  Christ,  I  pledged  myself  to  show 
that  Dr.  Horsley's  Remarks  on  my  Letters  to  him  were 
"  as  defective  in  argument  as  they  are  in  temper,"  I 
did  not  mean  that  I  would  animadvert  upon  them  m-^ 
mediately,  or  very  soon  j  but  intended  to  wait  till  I 
should  hear  what  would  be  objected  to  that  larger  work, 
and  then  reply  to  him  and  others  at  the  same  time.  I 
found,  however,  that  the  advertisen\ent  had  raised  ^ 
general  expectation  of  a  speedy  reply  to  -Dn  Horsley 
in  particular ;  and  being  unwilling  to  disappoint  any 
expectations  I  had  even  unintentionally  excited,  and 
more  unwilling  to  appear  desirous  of  shrinking  from 
this  discussion,  I  have  done  at  present  what  many  of 
.  my  friends  will  probably  think  might  as  well  have  been 
deferred  a  while  longer. 

Besides,  as  Dr.  Horsley's  Remarks  were  written  be« 
fore  he  had  seen  my  large-  History,  I  thought  it  might 
not  be  amiss,  in  this  manner,  to  close  the  Jirst  act  in 
our  drama ;  the  second  being  reserved  for  what  may 
be  occasioned  by  that  work,  which  will  probably  be 
much  more  considerable  than  any  thing  that  has  been 
produced  by  the  History  oif  the  Corruptions  of  Chris^ 
tianity.  And  mj  design  (after  the  termination  of  the 
present  discussion  with  Dr.  Horsley,  which  must  soon 
come  to  an  issue)  is  to  wait  a  year  or  two,  till  I  see 
i^hat  the  publication  of  my  large  work  on  this  subject 
shall  produce,  and  then  to  reply  to  all  my  opponents 
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at  once ;  frankly  acknowledging  any  mistakes  I  shall 
appear  to  have  fallen  into,  and  vindicating  whatever  I 
shall  think  capable  of  it,  and  deserving  it. 

As  this  is  a  controversy  that  will  probably  have  last- 
ing consequences^  let  all  who  engage  in  it,  on  dther 
side,  :be  careful  to  acquit  themselves  in  proportion  to 
the  character  which  they  apprehend  they  have  at  stake; 
but  c^bove  all,  let  truth  be  our  great  object.  Our 
readers  will  easily  perceive  whether  it  be  so  or  not. 
We  shall  sooner  deceive  ourselves  than  them.  And 
least  of  all  can  we  impose  upon  that  gr^t  Being  who  is 
the  God  oftrutky  who  secretly  guides  ^1  our  pursuits, 
and  whose  excellent  purposes  will  be  answered  by  theiPi 
yr^th  whatever  views  we  may  engage  in  thepi* 
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JRCHDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBAN'S. 


AN  INTRODUCTORY  LETTER. 
Rev.  Sir, 

Xn  the  course  of  our  controversy,  you  malntaned  tbat 
there  was  a  church  of  triniiarian  Jewish  christians  at 
Jerusalem  after  the  time  of  Adrian  ;  and  as  the  ac« 
count  that  Origen  gives  o^  the  state  of  things  in  his  time 
does  not  admit  of  the  existence  of  such  a  church,  you 
scrupled  not  to  say,  that  ^'  he  bad  recourse  to  the  wiK 
ful  and  deliberate  allegation  of  a  notorious  falsehood.'* 
This  you  did  on  so  little  foundation,  that  I  charged  you 
with  being  a  falsifier  of  history^  and  a  defamer  of  the 
character  of  the  dead. 

On  this  article  you  have  thought  proper  (notwith* 
standing  your  previously  declared  resolution  to  the  con^* 
trary)  to  make  your  defence,  in  which  you  produce  five 
passages  from  ancient  writers,  two  from  Origen  him- 
self, two  from  Jerom,  and  one  from  Epiphanius,  In 
these  Letters  I  undertake  to  show  tbat^  though  you 
have  taken  eighteen  months  to  write^  and  to  revise 
your  Remarks,  you  have  grossly  misunderstood,  or  mis- 
applied, all  the  passages,  so  that  not  one  of  them  is  to 
your  purpose,  and  my  charge  still  remains  in  its  full 
force.    For  the  justness  of  my  interpretation  of  the 
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passages  in  question,  I  appeal  to  all  who  have  any  pre* 
tensions  to  scholarship^  in  this  or  any  other  country, 
and  in  this  public  manner  I  call  upon  you  to  vindicate 
your  own. 

On  this  article,  at  least,  an  article  deliberately  se- 
lected by  yourself,  let  the  controversy  between  us  come 
to  a  fair  issue.  Nothing  has  been  or  shall  be  wanting 
to  it  on  my  part ;  and  therefore  the  Public  will  certain- 
ly  expect  your  explicit  and  speedy  answert 

I  am,  Reverend  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  Servant, 

J.PRIESTLET. 

filBiilNOHAM^  June  \,  17B6. 


LETTER  I. 

Of  the  Veracity  of  Origen.    • 

kfiv.  Sir, 

After  having  indulged  your  indolence,  as  you  say, 
eighteen  months,  I  am  happy  to  find  that,  notwith- 
standing  your  opinion  of  my  manifest  insufficiency  as 
your  antagonist,  (which  you  observe  **  left  you  at 
liberty  to  indulge  yourself  without  seeming  to  desert 
your  cause/*)  there  was  something  in  my  Letters  to 
you  that  has  at  length  rouse^d  you  to  make  a  reply. 
To  me  this  is  a  very  high  gratification.  Fdr,  my  pre- 
dominant disposition  not  being  indolence,  I  rejoice  m 
any  circumstance  that  conttibutes  to  keep  the  subject 
of  our  controversy  in  view ;  being  confident  that  no- 
thing but  a  continued  attention  to  it  is  requisite  to  a 
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speedy  decisicm  in  favour  of  the  cause  that  I  have 
espoused,  v^hich  I  cannot  help  considering  as  of  the 
greatest  importance  to  the  cause  of  Christianity  it$elf« 

I  should  have  been  more  pleased  if  you  had  pursued 
the  discussion  of  every  article  in  debate  between  us ; 
but,  as  you  have  thought  proper  to  confine  yourself 
chiefly  to  what  relates  to  the  orthodoxy  of  the  primip 
tive  Jewish  church,  I  must  do  the  same,  first  consider- 
ing what  you  have  advanced  in  order  to  impeach  the 
veracity  of  Origen,  and  then  the  testimonies  of  Epi- 
phanius  and  Jerom,  as  evidences  of  the  existence  of  a 
whole  church  of  orthodox  Jews  at  Jerusalem  after  the 
time  of  Adrian. 

**  In  the  second  book  against  Celsus,"  (to  use  your 
own  words,  p,  22*)  "  near  the  beginning  of  the  book, 
,  Origen  asserts  of  the  Hebrew  christians  of  his  own 
times,  without  exception,  that  they  had  not  abandoned 
the  laws  and  customs  of  their  ancestors,  atid  that  for 
that  reason  they  were  called  EbionitesJ*  This  is  also 
the  appellation  that  he  gives  to  all  the  Jewish  christians, 
of  whom  he  makes  two  classes,  one  of  them  believing 
the  miraculous  conception  of  Jesus,  and  the  other  de- 
nying it  i  but  neither  of  them  admitdng  his  divinity^ 

This  testimony  of  such  a  person  as  Origen  to  the 
unitarianism  of  all  the  Jewish  christians  in  his  time, 
goes  so  near  to  pro^re  the  unitarianism  of  the  great 
body  of  Jewish  christians,  and  consequently  of  the 
christian  church  in  general,  in  the  time  of  the  apostles^ 
that  I  do  not  wonder  at  your  wishing  to  set  it  aside } 
and  it  is  so  full  and  express,  that  you  have  no  other 
way  of  doing  it  than  by  maintaining  that  this' most  re* 
spectable  man*  knowingly  asserted  an  untruth.  Tou 
i^ven  add  that  you  would  not  lake  his  evidence  upon 
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oath.  Indeed,  this  writer  was  so  circumstanced,  iii 
consequence  of  living  so  near  Judsea,  and  sometimes 
in  it,  that  he  could  not  but  have  known  whether  there 
was  any  considerable  body  of  Jewish  christians  who  be* 
lieved  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  and  who  had  aban« 
doned  the  customs  of  th^ir  ancestors,  or  not ;  so  that, 
if  what  he  asserted  be  an  untruth,  it  must  have  been  a 
wiljiil  one,  and .  (as  serving  the  purpose  of  his  argu* 
ment)  a  deliberate  one. 

There  are,*  however,  some  circumstances  attend-* 
ing  this  charge  of  a  wilful  falsehood  against  Origen, 
that  I  should  have  thought  might  have  made  you 
pause  before  you  had  advanced  it  so  confidently  aa 
you  have  done. 

The  general  character  of  Origen  makes  the  suppo« 
ation  highly  improbable.  For  he  was  a  man  not  more 
distinguished  by  his  genius  and  learning,  ( in  which  he 
had  confessedly  no  superior  in  the  age  in  which  he 
lived,)  than  he  was  by  his  integrity  and  his  firmness 
in  the  cause  of  christian  truth ;  and  when,  in  a  subse* 
quent  age,  his  opinions  were  deemed  to  be  heretical,  his 
greatest  enemies  left  his  moral  character  imimpeached. 
In  such  esteem  was  he  universally  held,  that,  as  Euse- 
bius  informs  us,  it  was  generally  said  of  him,  ^^  As  was 
his  speech,  such  was  his  conduct ;  and  as  was  his  con- 
duct, such  was  his  speech  * :"  im  eloquence  and  the 
virtues  of  his  life  corresponding  to  each  other.  And 
yet  this  is  the  man  whose  evidence,  because  it  makes 
against  yourself,  you  declare  that  you  would  not  admit 
upon  oath. 

Had  the  testimony  of  Origen  to  the  unitarianbm  of 

*  Oloy  yovv  rov  Aoyoy  roiovh  faori  ro¥  tpoifcv  xau  oiov  rov  I'potor 
r$twii  xcu  TQY  Ao/ov  ffffeSgixyuTQ.  Euseb.  Hist.  L  vi.  cap.  3.  p.  Q6U 
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the  great  bo3y  of  Jewish  christians  not  been  well 
founded,  it  was  greatly  the  purpose  of  many  of  the 
eariy  writers  (and  particularly  of  Eusebius,  who  main- 
tained the  novelty  of  the  unitarian  doctrine)  to  have 
refuted  it*  But  neither  Eusebius  nor  any  other  an^ 
dent  writer,  the  most  eealous  for  orthodoxy,  and  the 
most  hostile  to  Origen  on  other  accounts,  has  at-- 
tempted  it*  Might  it  not  have  been  expected  of  Eu- 
sebius in  particular,  that  after  he  had  Copied  Origen  a 
account  of  the  Ebionites,  by  dividing  them  into  twa 
classes,  just  as  he  had  done,  (viz.  some  of  them  be-* 
lieving  the  miraculous  conception,  and  others  not^)  he 
would  have  added  that,  notwithstanding  what  Origen 
had  said  to  the  contrary,  many  of  them  had  abandoned 
the  law  of  Moses,  and  were  believers  in  the  divinity  of 
Christ  ?  But  he  has  not  done  any  such  thing.  He 
therefore  must  have  known  that  he  cotild  not  do  it,  and 
he  was  not  disposed  to  tell  a  wilful  lie  in  the  case.  In«» 
deed,  I  am  willing  to  think  that  few  persons  are  so 
abandoned  as  to  be  capable  of  doing  this. 

With  respect  to  this  particular  assertion  concerning 
the  state  of  the  Jewish  christians  in  the  time  of  Origen^ 
it  is  so  circumstanced,  that,  if  he  had  even  been  capable 
of  asserting  a  falsehood,  this  was  the  4ast  that  he  would 
have  had  recourse  to  \  because  he  was  writing  in  a 
public  controversy,  in  which  he  has  insisted  largely  on 
this  particular  article,  and  insulted  his  adversary  for  his 
ignorance  of  a  notorious  faCt.  In  this  situation,  he 
must  have  been  nothing  less  than  infatuated  to  have 
advanced  what  all  his  readers  must  have  known  to  be 
false*  A  falsehood  so  circumstanced,  and  which  must 
have  been  a  wilful  one,  would  have  been^  so  evidently 

2  A 
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ruinous  to  his  credit,  and  so  fatal  to  his  cause^  that  he 
must  have  been  a  fool  not  to  have  seen  it. 

Besides,  this  particular  circumstance,  of  the  christian 
Jews  not  abandoning  the  customs  of  their  ancestors, 
vas  not  of  so  much  consequence  to  his  general  argu- 
ment in  defence  of  Christianity,  but  that  he  might  very 
well  have  neglected  it. .  Nothing,  therefore,  but  a  per- 
fect confidence  that  what  he  did  advance  was  true,  could 
have  led  him  to  make  any  declaration  on  the  subject. 

What  is  more  extraordinary  stilly  you  say,  "  he  him- 
self contradicted  his  own  assertion  at  no  greater  distance 
than  the  third  section  of  the  same  book,  where  the  good 
father,'"  as  you  ironically  call  him,  '^  takes  quite  an- 
other ground  to  confute  his  adversary/'  Certainly  this 
must  be  thought  to  be  d  priori  in  the  highest  degree 
improbable. 

I  shall  now  consider  this  flagrant  contradiction,  by 
which  this  great  man  ( for  so  all.  the  world  has  ever 
called  him)  is  supposed  to  confute  himself,  and  so  far 
to  have  lost  all  character,  that  the  Archdeacon  of 
St,  Alban!s  would  not  take  his  evidence  upon  oath ; 
and  I  shall  recite  it  in  your  own  words. 

*^  At  no  greater  distance  than  in  the  third  section  of 
the  same  book,  the  good  father  takes  quite  another 
ground  to  confute  his  adversary ;  he  insults  over  his 
ignorance  for  not  making  the  distinctions  which  be 
himself,  in  the  allegation  in  question,  had  confounded. 
^  It  is  my  present  point,*  says  Origen,  *  to  evince  Cel- 
sus's  ignorance,  who  has  made  a  Jew  say  to  his  coun- 
trymen, to  Israelites  believing  in  Christ,  Upon  what 
motive  have  you  deserted  the  law  of  your  ancestors? 
But  how  have  they  deserted  the  law  of  their  ancestors. 
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who  reprove  those  who  are  inattentive  to  it,  and  say. 
Tell  rae  ye,  &c.?'     Then,  after  a  citation  of  certain 
texts  from  St.  PauFs  epistles,  in  which  the  apostle  avails 
himself  of  the  authority  of  the  law  to  enforce  particular 
duties,  which  texts  make  nothing  either  for  or  against 
the  Jew's  assertion,  that  the  christians  of  thevCircum* 
cisbn  had  abandoned  their  ancient  laws,  but  prove 
only  that  the  disuse  of  the  law,  if  it  was  actually  gone 
into  disuse,  could  not  be  deemed  a  desertion,  because 
it  proceeded  not  from  any  disregard  to  the  authority  of 
the  lawgiver.    After  a  citation  of  texts  to  this  purpose, 
Origen  proceeds  in  this  remarkable  strain.     *  And 
how  confusedly  does  Celsus's  Jew  speak  upon  this  sub- 
ject, when  he  might  have  said  more  plausibly.  Some  of 
you  have  relinquished  the  old  customs  upon  pretence 
of  expositions  and  allegories!    Some  again  expound- 
ing, as  you  call  it,  spiritually,  nevertheless  observe  the 
institutions  of  our  ancestors.    But  some,  not  admitting 
these  expositions,  are  willing  to  receive  Jesus  as  the 
person  foretold  by  the  prophets,  and  to  observe  the  h w 
of  Moses  according  to  the  ancient  customs,  as  having 
in  the  letter  the  whole  meaning  of  the  spirit*.*     In 
thes&  words  Origen  confesses  all  that  I  have  alleged  of 
him»     He  confesses,  in  contradiction  to  his  former  as* 
sertion,  that  he  knew  of  three  sorts  of  Jews  professing 
Christianity ;  one  sort  adhered  to  the  letter  of  the  Mo- 
saic law,  rejecting  aU  figurative  fnterpretations ;  another 

Xeysi,  ^uvrtjtcsto^  miaywTepoy  sAtstv,  on  tiveg  [lev  r^y^wv  xaraAeXoi- 
it(i<ri.ra  eBr^  'jr^o(pacrei  ^tijyija"£a;y  xai  AAXijyojOtwv  rivsg  $e  xai.^iiy- 
yovfji.evot,  ws  eita,yyeWe<rOe,  itveujiariKcos,  ov$ev  tJtyov  ra  irarfiioi  ^ 
rffpetra'  riveg  de  auSe  ^iijyoujxgvot,  poyXfio^e  fov  lyj<row  irapah^xa-iai 
tus  'ffpafrf^reiAevra,  \ou  roy  Mouva-eaff  vo^of  ryjprjcoUf  Tiara  raitatpia" 
ws  sy  rji  Xe^ei  €%ovr«;  roy  icayra  row  ifyevpLaros  vouk.  Origenia. 
contra  C^elsum  lib.  ii.  p.  5g.   Cantabrigiae,  16584  4to. 
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sort  admitted  a  Ifigurative  interpretation,  conforming 
however  to  the  letter  of  the  precept ;  but  a  third  sort 
(the  first  in  Origen*s  enumeration)  had  relinquished 
the  observance  of  the  literal  precept,  conceiving  it  to 
be  of  no  importance  in  comparison  of  the  latent  figu- 
Tative  meaning/* 

This  contains  the  whole  of  your  curious  reasoning, 
in  which  you  suppose  that  Origen,  in  treating  of  the 
same  subject^  and  in  cotitinuation  of  the  same  argu- 
ment, has  given  you  this  pretence  for  impeaching  his 
veracity  as  you  have  done^  But  surely  this  writer,  who 
must  have  known  his  own  meaning,  could  not  have 
imagined  that  he  had  really  contradicted  himself  in  two 
^ssages,  not  in  different  works  written  at  different 
times,  or  in  distant  parts  of  the  same  work  (in  which 
he  might  have  forgotten  what  he  had  said  in  one  of 
the  passages,  when  he  was  writing  the  other),  but  in 
the  same  work,  the  same  part  of  the  work/  and  in  pa- 
ragraphs so  very  near  to  each  other.  And  I  believe 
nobody  before  yourself  ever  imagined  that  there  was 
any  contradiction  in  them  at  alL 

In  the  former  he  asserts  in  general  terms,  without 
making  any  particular  exception,  that  the  Jewish  chris- 
tians adhered  to  the  customsr  of  their  ancestors;  and  in 
the  latter,  which  almost  immediately  follows  it,  he  says 
that  his  adversary,  who  had  asserted  the  contrary,  would 
have  said  what  was  more  plausible  (not  what  was  true) 
if  he  had  said  that  some,  of  them  had  relinquished  their 
ancient  customs,  while  the  rest  adhered  to  ^hem ;  al- 
luding, perhaps,  to  a  few  who  had  abandoned  those 
customs,  while  the  great  body  of  them  had  not;  which 
is  sufficiently  consistent  with  what  he  had  said  before. 
For  inconsiderable  exceptions  are  not  regarded  in  ge- 
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nenil  assertions.  It  would  have  been  very  extraor- 
dinary indeed,  if  no  Jewish  christians  whatever  had 
abandoned  the  rites  of  their  former  religion,  when  in 
all  ages  some  Jews,  whether  they  became  christians  or 
not,  have  done  so.  In  like  manner,  it  concerns  me  not 
to  assert  that  no  individuals  of  the  Jewish  christians 
embraced  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  because  my  pur- 
pose is  sufficiently  answered  if  the  great  body  ofthem^ 
to  whom  the  rest  bore  no  sensible  proportion,  were 
unitarians.  And  though  there  might  be  a  few  Jewish 
christians  who  had  deserted  their  former  customs, 
which  would  have  given  Celsus  a  plausible  pretence 
for  making  such  a  division  of  them  as  to  make  these 
otie  of  the  classes,  yet  the  great  body  of-  them  had 
not ;  and  this  was  sufficient  to  remove  the  reproach 
which  Celsus  had  thrown  out  against  the  Jewish  chris- 
tians in  general. 

That  this  was  really  the  case,  and  that  the  great  body 
of  Jewish^  christians  were  likewise  unitarians,  we  have 
the  express  testimony  of  Origen,  uncontradicted,  as  I 
have  shown,  by  himself,  or  any  other  authority  what- 
evjer.  He  could  not  but  be  well  informed  with  respect 
to  the  fact,  his  veracity  was  never  impeached ;  and  if 
he  had  been  disposed  to  deny  the  truth,  (which  he  had 
no  temptation  to  do,)  he  wrote  in  circumstances  in 
which  his  attempts  to  falsify  could^  not  have  availed 
him. 

Bvt  to  prove  Origen  to  be  guilty  of  contradicting 
himself,  is  not  the  only  use  you  make  of  the  passage. 
You  say,  p.  27,  t'  But  this  is  not  all.  In  the  next 
sentence  he  gives  us  to  understand,  though  I  confess 
more  indirectly,  but  he  gives  us  to  understand,  that  of 
th^se  three  sorts  of  Hebrews  professing  Christianity,  they 
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only  who  had  laid  aside  the  use  of  the  Mosaic  law 
were  in  his  time  considered  as  true  christians."  Thia 
is  extraordinary  indeed ;  but  let  us  see  how  it  is  given 
to  be  understood.  Having  found  so  little  in  your  clear 
conclusions f  I  do  not  expect  much  from  your  supposed 
insinuations. 

*'  For  he  mentions  it  as  a  further  proof  of  the  igno- 
rance of  Celsus,  pretending,  as  it  appears  he  did^  to 
deep  erudition  upon  all  subjects,  that,  in  his  account  of 
the  heresies  of  the  christian  churcH,  he  had  omitted  the 
Israelites  believing  in  Jesus,  and  not  laying  aside  the 
law  of  their  ancestors.  ^  But  how  should  Celsus,' 
he  says,  ^  make  clear  distinctions  upon  this  point,  who, 
in  the  sequel  of  his  work,  mentions  impious  here^es 
altogether  alienated  from  Christ,  and  others  which  have 
renounced  the  Creator,  and  has  not  noticed  [or  knew 
not  of]  Israelites  believing  in  Jesus,  and  not  relinquish- 
ing the  law  of  their  fathers*?'  What  opinion,"  you 
say,  *'  is  to  be  entertained  of  a  writer's  veracity,  who  in 
one  page  asserts  that  the  Hebrews  professing  chris- 
tianity  had  not  renounced  the  Jewish  law,  and  in  the 
next  affirms  that  a  part  of  them  had  renounced  it^  not 
without  an  insinuation  that  they  who  had  not  were  be* 
retics,  not  true  christians  ?    Ego  hoic  testi,  etiam 

JURATO,    QUI    TAM    MANIFESTO   FUMO$  VENDIT,    M£ 

NON  CRiiDITURUM  ESSE  CONFIRMO." 

Such  is  the  curious  inference  of  the  learned  Arch- 

*  AXXa  yap  ifohv  KsXtru)  roc  naTa,  rov  toieov  I'^avojo'ou,  og  kou 
alpeoratxjy  fx^ey  aSewv,  Kai  row  lijtrou  travrj  aXkorpioov  tv  rwf  Ify 
ty^vr^liovsvcs ^  yiai  aKKwv  ycciTCLXeiirovcrwy  rov  ST^f/^iovpyov  ou)c  oi^£  ii 
V.CU  i<rpxYfXira$  sig  Ir^aovv  ificTT'euovra^,  xa*  ov  xaroLksntoyTacs  roy  nta^ 
Tpiov  yofi^ov ;  ov  yoLp  irposxBiro  auTw  ^tXaXrj^oof  oXa  fa  xafa  rw 
roiroy  ^^arajai,  Iv  si  ri  ^(^j<riixoy  svpiaitoi  tcipa^eSp.t^tCLit  oAXa  xoi 
(is  sy^^poi,  xai  hXos  roO  ayar^effeiv  dpi^a  rtfj  axovaat  yeyo/xevo^,  Ta 
rptaura  ayeypa>i/ey.    Grig,  contra  Cels.  lib.  ii.  p.  59. 
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deacon  of  St.  Alban's.  From  this  construction  of  the 
passage  a  person  might  be  led  to  think  that  Origen  re- 
pk'esented  Celsus  as  having  undertaken  to  give  an  ac- 
count of  the  heresies  in  the  christian  church,  and  as 
having  in  that  account  omitted  the  Israelites  believing 
in  Jesus  J  and  not  laying  aside  the  rites  of  their  an^ 
cestors  ;  and  on  no  other  ground  can  your  insinuation 
stand.  Whereas  the  most  natural  construction  of  the 
passage  is,  that  Origen  says,  *'  It  is  no  wonder  that 
Celsus  should  be  so  ignorant  of  what  he  was  treadng, 
when  he  classed  the  Gnostics  -along  with  christians,  and 
did  not  even  know  that  there  were  Israelites  who  pro- 
fessed Christianity,  and  adhered  to  the  laws  of  Moses."' 
Where  then  is  the  most  distant  insinuation  that  the 
Israelites  believing  in  Christy  and  not  laying  aside  the 
riles  of  their  ancestors,  were  heredcs  ?  That  the  Gno- 
stics were  classed  with  christians,  was  a  common  com- 
plaint of  the  orthodox  in  that  age. 

You  strangely  allege  another  instance  of  what  you 
call  prevarication  in  Origen,  in  the  same  book  against 
Celsus.  In  the  controversy  with  the  Jews  about  the 
meaning  of  the  word  rroVy»  which  he  contends  signi* 
fies  a  virgin^  he  says,  "  The  word  nof?y,  which  the 
LXK  have  translated  into  the  word  'rru^Bsvog  [a  virgin]]) 
but  other  interpreters  into  the  word  vemig  [a  young 
woman],  is  put  too,  as  they  say,  in  Deuteronomy^ 
for  a  virgin  *.** 

On  this  you  remark  as  follows :  *'  What  is  this  as 
they  say?   Was  it  unknown  to  the  compiler  of  the 

*  Eav  ^g  lovBaio$  Bvpso'iX(iyujy,  to  I  Joy  ij  teapisvos  f^^  yBy^af^tu 
Xeyei  aAA*  ayr  aorw  Hoo  i)  v6CLv^s'  ^ij^Of^fiv  ntpos  oujroy,  6n  ij  |xjy 
Xs^tf  i;  AolXum  )}v  oi  y^sv  kCiofAyixovta  fji,sreiXri<pa,a'i  itpo^  rrjy  ^Apis" 
vov,  aXXoi  is  Big  njv  vsaviv,  Ksirai  (o$  ipacri  xai  sv  roy  AsvrspovofMcy 
9Tfi  ifOLfiByov  ovrw$  B^oufTu.    Grig,  contra  Cels.  lib.  i,  p.  27* 
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Hexapla,  xt^hat  tbe  reading  of  the  Hebirew  text,  in  his 
own  time,  was  ?  If  he  knew  that  it  was  what  he  would 
have  it  thought  to  be,  why  does  he  seem  to  assert  upon 
hearsay  only  ?  If  he  knew  not,  why  did  he  not  inform 
himself,  that  he  might  either  assert  with  confidence 
what  he  had  found  upon  inquiry  to  be  true,  or  not 
assert  what  could  not  be  maintained?     Eoo  huic 

TESTI,  ETIAMSI  JURATO,  QUI  TAM  MANIFESTO 
FUMOS  VENDIT,  ME  NON  CRBDITURUM  ESSE  CON- 
yiRMO.*- 

I  am  astonished  that  any  man  could  think  this  state 
of  the  case  probable.  The  ques^on  between  Origen 
and  the  Jews  was  not  what  was  the  word  in  the  He- 
brew, but  what  was  the  meaning  of  it  in  a  particular 
place.  But  even  admitting  that  the  dispute  was  about 
the  true  reading  in  the  original,  what  great  matter  was 
there  in  Origen's  saying  the  Jews  said  *o,  when  he 
knew  that  what  they  said  was  true?  Is  this  a  founda- 
tion  on  which  to  affirm  that  you  would  not  take  a 
man's  evidence  upon  his  oath  ?  What  an  appetite  must 
a  man  have  for  calumny,  who  can  seize  upon  such  a 
circumstance  as  this  to  gratify  it ! 

f  oppum  habet  in  cornu  :  faunc  tu,  Romane,  caveto. 

\  am,  ^c, 
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LETTER  II. 

General  Observations  relating  to  the  supposed  Orlho* 
dox  Chnrch  of  Jewish  Christians  at  Jerusalem  after 
the  Time  of  Adrian. 

Rev.  Sir, 

XlAyiNG  fully  considered  what  you  have  alleged  in 
support  of  your  extraordinary  charge  of  wilful  false- 
hood  in  Origen,  because  the  supposition  of  his  being 
an  honest  man  w^s  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of 
^our  church  of  orthodox  Jewish  christians  at  Jerusalem 
after  the  time  of  Adrian,  I  shall  proceed  to  consider  the 
positive  evidence  that  you  have  produced  for  the  actual 
existence  of  such  a  church.  But  I  shall,  in  the  first 
place,  mention  some  observations  of  a  general  nature 
relating  to  the  subject. 

That  there  was  a  christian  church  at  Jerusalem  after 
the  time  of  AINian,  we  all  acknowledge ;  but  you  say, 
^^  the  point  in  dispute  between  us  is,  of  what  members 
the  church  of  ^lia  was  composed;  He  says,  of  con- 
verts of  Gentile  extraction :  I  say,  of  Hebrews,  of  the 
very  same  persons,  in  the  greater  part,  who  were  mem- 
bers of  the  ancient  Hebrew  church  at  the  time  when 
the  Jews  were  subdued  by  Adrian.** 

1 .  Now,  that  the  members  of  this  church  were  not 
Jews,  but  Greeks,  I  think  indisputable  from  this  plain 
consideration,  that  after  the  time  of  Adrian  the  bishops 
of  that  church  were  Greeks,  and  that  the  language  ift 
which  the  public  offices  were  performed  was  Greek  j 
whereas  immediately  before  the  bishops  had  been  He- 
brews,  and  the  public  offices  had  been  in  the  Hebrew 
tongue, 
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2.  If  there  was  any  considerable  body  of  orthodox 
Jewish  christians,  it  is  extraordinary  that  no  particular 
mention  should  be  made  of  iheni  by  any  ancient  writer. 
Jerom  speaks  of  his  acquaintance  with  learned  Ebionites 
by  whom  he  Was  taught  the  Hebrew  tongue.  Living 
as  he  did  in  the  country,  he  might  as  easily,  on  your 
idea,  have  found  learned  orthodox  Jewish  christians, 
with  whom  it  would  have  been  more  agreeable  to^  bini 
to  associate,  unless  you  suppose  that  the  learned  Ebi- 
onites were  heretics,  and  the  unlearned  orthodox. 

3.  As  so  many  writers  speak  of  Ebionites,  or  hete-^ 
rodox  Nazarenes,  it  would  surely  have  been  natural  for 
some  of  them  to  have  added,  that  they  were  not  the 
great  body,  or  at  least  not  the  whole,  of  the  Jewish 
christians.  The  mention  of  the  one  would  naturally 
have  drawn  after  it,  on  some  occasion,  the  mention  of 
the  other.     And  yet  no  ancient  writer  speaks  of  them. 

4.  As  to  a  whole  church  of  orthodox  Jewish  chris* 
tians  at  Jerusalem,  or  elsewhere,  we  he*  of  no  inter- 
course between  any  such  church  and  other  orthodox 
churches.  None  of  their  bishops,  or  deputies  from 
them,  appear  at  any  council ;  no  appeals  are  ever  made 
to  them ;  which  would  have  been  natural,  as  to  the 
mother  of  all  the  churches.  This  is  easily  accounted 
for,  on  the  supposition  that  all  the  remains  of  the  Jewish 
christians  were  the  poor  and  despised  unitarian  Ebi- 
onites, residingchiefly  beyond  the  sea  of  Galilee,  whose 
numbers  likewise  were  inconsiderable ;  but  hard  to  be 
supposed,  if  there  were  any  churches  of  orthodox  Jew- 
ish christians  residing  at  Jerusalem,  or  elsewhere. 

5.  If  there  was  any  considerable  body  of  orthodox 
Jewish  christians,  why  do  we  never  hear  of  any  He- 
brew gospels  besides  that  of  Matthew  ?  If  they  held  the 
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doctrine  of  the  orthodox  geiitile  churches  concerning 
the  person  of  Christ,  it  is  probable  that  they  would 
have  had  the  same  respect  for  the  other  gospels,  and 
the  other  books  of  the  New  Testament ;  and  yet  it  is 
almost  certain  that  they  made  little  use  of  them. 

By  way  of  apology  for  your  additions  to  the  scanty 
accounts  of  the  ancients,  concerning  the  .conquest  of 
Jerusalem  by  Adrian,  you  say,  "  The  ecclesiastical 
history  of  those  times  is  so  very  general  and  imper« 
feet,  that  whoever  attempts  to  make  out  a  consistent 
story  from  any  ancient  writers  which  are  come  down 
to  us,  will  find  himself  under  the  necessity  of  help-* 
ing  out  their  br«ken  accounts  by  his  own  conjec- 
tures." 

But  certainly,  Sir,  the  contradicting  of  an  ancient- 
writer  is  not  the  way  to  help  out  his  accoimt  of  things* 
Now  Eusebius,  the  oldest  writer  who  mentions  the  fact, 
says,  that  after  the  taking  of  the  city  by  Adrian,  the. 
whole  nation  of  the  Jews  (Tray  sdvo^j  which  excludes  all 
distinction  with  respect  to  religion)  were  forbidden  even 
to  see  the  desolation  of  their  metropolis  at  a  distance*. 
To  help  out  this  broken  account^  because  it  does  dot 
contain  all  that  you  wish  it  to  do,  (though  I  see  nothing 
broken  in  it,)  you  say  that  the  Jews  were  allowed  to  re- 
main in  the  place^  and  enjoy  the  privileges  of  the  JElian* 
colony,  on  condition  of  their  becoming  christians.  To' 
help  out  this  addition,  I  would  further  add,  that  another 
of  the  terms  of  the  capitulation  was,  that  they  should^ 
from  that  time  speak  Greek,    as  without  this  they 

*  Kat  rov  tr}^  aitovoiag  avroif  airiou  ri^v  a^iOLv  sKTicayros  ^/xijv, 
to  7tay  e$vof  s^  sxsivov  xat  nj^  itb^i  ra  'Upoa'oXvfjM  yyjg  irau.itav  eiri- ' 
^ouvsiy  eifiyerah  vofJ^ov  doyiJLan  xa«  ^lara^eo'iv  ASptavov  ug  av  jitTjf 
cf  airoTtrov  ^ewpoiev  ro  irarpwoy  i$a.(pog  eyKs\ev(rau.eyov.     Euseb. 
£ccl.  Hisl.  lib.  iv.  cap.  ^  edit.  R.  Steph.  Paris.  1544.  fol.  34. 
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could  have  derived  no  benefit  from  the  offices  of  a 
Greek  church. 

Sulpitius  says,  that  by  this  severity  to  the  inhabi- 
tants of  Jerusalem,  Adrian  thought  to  destroy  the  chris- 
tian faith.  But  to  this  you  oppose  the  authority  of 
Orosius,  (calling  it,  however,  p.  43,  but  a  feather  in 
the  scale,)  that  when  the  Jews  were  excluded,  the  chris* 
tians  were  allowed  to  remain.  If  your  liberty  of  help^ 
ing  out  a  broken  story  may  be  exercised  here,  I  should 
say  that,  in  the  idea  even  of  this  writer,  the  Greek 
christians  might  remain,  but  the  Jewish  not.  If  any 
regard  is  to  be  paid  to  Eusebius,  the  oldest  historian, 
or  to  Suljpitius,  who  is  much  more  oircumstantial  than 
Orosius,  and  on  that  account  better  entitled  to  credit, 
no  Jews,  christians  or  others,  were  allowed  to  remain 
in  the  place. 

To  make  your  account  the  more  probable,  you  say, 
p.  44,  '^  It  is  a  notorious  fact  that  Adrian  wa&not  un- 
favourable  to  the  christians,  and  that  the  church  in  his 
reign  obtained  a  respite  from  persecution.''  But  how 
far  did  this  favour  to  christians  extend?  You  say, 
*^  the  fury  of  their  persecutors  was  restrained  by  the 
ipiperial  rescripts  to  the  provincial  governors,  who  were 
directed  not  to  proceed  against  the  christians,  except  by 
way  of  regular  tiial,  upon  the  allegation  of  some  cer- 
tain crime,  and,  when  nothing  more  was  alleged  than 
the  bare  name  of  Christianity,  to  punish  the  informer  as 
a  sycophant."  That  is,  as  the  history  of  those  times 
enables  us  to  interpret  it,  they  were  not  to  be  punished 
as  christians  till  they  were  proved  to  be  so,  which  was 
the  case  in  the  reign  of  Trajan ;  but  does  not  amount 
to  a  toleratioti  of  the  Jews  at  Jerusalem^  on  condiriou 
of  their  embracing  Christianity. 
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'  Ycur  favourite  Mosheim  says  (Hist*  vol.  i.  p.  128.) 
that  what  was  done  by  Adrian  (in  whose  reign  the  per- 
secution of  christians  had  raged  with  peculiar  violence) 
was  a  solemn  renewal  of  the  law  of  Trajan.  In  the 
reign  of  Antoninus  Pius,  but  not  before,  it  was  ordered, 
that  a  man  being  proved  to  be  a  christian  should  not 
be  deemed  sufEcient  for  his  condemnation,  unless  he 
vms  also  proved  to  have  been  guilty  of  some  crime 
against  the  state.  There  is,  therefore,  little  reason  to 
think  that  Adrian  was  so  well  disposed  towards  chris* 
tianity,  as  to  permit  the  rebellious  Jews  to  remain  ia 
Jerusalem  on  condition  of  their  embracing  it. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER    IIL 

Of  the  Testimony  of  Epiphanius  to  the  Existence  of. 
a  Church  of  Orthodox  Jewish  Christians  at  Jeru- 
salem after  the  Time  of  Adrian. 

Rev.  Sir, 

After  the  preliminary  observations  contained  in  the 
preceding  letter,  I  shall  now  consider  the  testimony 
that  you  have  produced  from  Epiphanius. 

You  say,  p.  46,  that  "  the  fact  (viz.  of  the  return 
of  the  Jews  from  Pella  to  Jerusalem  after  the  wars  of 
Adrian)  of  which  Dr.  Priestley  has  done  me  the  honour 
to  make  me  the  inventor,  \t  asserted  by  Epiphanius. — 
The  confidence,'*  you  add,  •^  with  which  he  mentions 
this  as  a  fact  forged  by  me^  is  only  one  instance  out  of 
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a  great  number  of  his  own  shameless  intrepidity  in  as- 
sertion." 

If,  Sir,  you  wish  to  reclaim  a  person,  you  should 
never  deprive  himjof  all  character,  but  should  leave 
him  a  Ultle^  a  small  root,  from  which  more  may  after- 
wards spring.  Having  now  no  character  to  lose,  being 
capable  of  asserting  any  thing,  true  or  false,  that  is  likely 
to  answer  my  purpose,  I  vill,  "  with  the  most  shanUN 
less  intrepidity,"  assert  that  Epiphanius  mentions  no 
suchyizc/  as  you  so  very  confidently  suppose  bim  to 
have  done.  After  carefully  examining  the  passage 
which  you  have  produced,  I  dp  maintain  that  in  it  he 
makes  no  mention  whatever  of  any  return  of  chrisrian 
Jews  from  Pella,  besides  that  which  took  place  after  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem  by  Titus,  and  not  at  all  of  any 
return  after  the  destruction  by  Adrian.  This  is  most 
evident  from  attending  to  the  very  next  sentence  which 
follows  the  words  that  you  have  quoted.  The  whole 
passage  is  as  follows : 

After  mentioning  Aquila,  as  appointed  by  Adrian  the 
inspector  of  his  works  at  ^lia,  Epiphanius  gives  the  fol- 
lowing history  of  him : — **  Aquila,  living  at  Jerusalem, 
and  seeing  the  disciples  of  the  disciples  of  the  apostles 
flourishing  in  the  faith,  and  working  great  miracleSi 
especially  of  healing,  ( for  they  had  returned  from  the 
city  of  Pella  to  Jerusalem,  and  taught  there.  For 
when  the  city  was  about  to  be  taken  by  the  Romans, 
all  the  disciples  had  been  forewarned  by  an  angel  to 
leave  the  city,  which  was  devoted  to  destruction. 
These,  leaving  it,  went  and  dwelt  in  the  above-men- 
tioned Pella,  beyond  Jordan,  one  of  those  that  were 
called  DecapoUs ;  but,  returning  after  the  desolation  of 
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Jerusalem,  as  I  have  said,  worked  mjracles.)  Aquila 
therefore,  being  convinced,  became  a  christian,  and, 
after  some  time,  requesting  the  seal  of  Christianity  [viz. 
baptism],  obtained  it*." 

What  can  be  more  evident,  than  that  the  return  of 
the  Jewish  christians  from  Pella,  mentioned  in  this  pas« 
sage  by  Epiphanius,  is  that  return  which  followed  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem  by  Titus  ?  For  he  speaks  of 
their  having  left  that  city,  antecedent  to  this  return  ta 
it,  in  consequence  of  being  warned  by  an  angel  so  to 
do ;  which  was  said  to  be  the  case  before  the  destruc*. 
tion  by  Titus,  but  never  before  that  by  Adrian ;  and 
it  was  by  the  disciples  of  those  who  then  returned  that 
Aquila  was  cpnvected  to  Christianity ;  which  was  pro-^^ 
bably  a  considerable  time  before  the  destruction  of  the 
Jews  by  Adrian. 

After  the  imperfect  quotation  of  the  passage  of  which 
I  have  given  the  entire  translation,  you  have  the  as* 
surance  to  a<id,  "  Whether  this  return  of  the  chris- 
tians of  Jerusalem  from  Pella  topk  place  in  the  inter* 
val  between  the  end  of  Titus's  war  and  the  commence- 
ment of  Adrian's,  or  after  the  end  of  Adrian's,  is  a 
matter  of  no  importance*     It  is  sufficient  for  my  pur- 

*  *0  roiyyy  AxuAaj,  diodyoov  sv  fyi  'UpovtraXi^i^,  xau  opwv  rov$  fji.a» 
irfTas  rojv  luadriTUjy  rwv  am(rroXwv  avdowras  rri  Tfiarsi,  xui  orjfji^siac 
[ji,syaXa  epya^of^svovs,  laasujv  xai  olKXwv  ^auju.ara;y.ijcrav  yoLp  yVo- 
oTps^civrs$  aito  llsXXy}$  i^s  ttoXews  ei$'lipov(raXr}iJi,,Kai  MatrKOvrsSf 
T^vi-aa  yap  ijjxgXAey  ij  ifoX<^  dXi(nis(r^ai  uKo  rwy  'Pwfiaiwv,  'jr^oe^pr^* 
[f.ario'irjarav  vito  ayysXov,  itavTss  o\  jw-afi^jrat/  f^gracrrijva*  aito  rj}$ 
tfoXsios  ^6XXov(rrf(  a^dr^y  avoXXvaSar  ol  riveg  %a,i  pLsra,va(rra.t  ys- 
yofXfSvoh  WKy^tray  sy  IleXX'^  ttj  lepoysypafji.f/.sy'y}  leoXsi,  irepav  rov  lop* 
SacvoVj  yjris  bk  Asxo^'JtoXeujs  Xeysrai  Biyon,  fAsta,  $a  rrjy  epy^^tti^tny  *Jf- 
^ovcaXTjpi^  aifotrrps^ayref^  w^  €(pr^y,  cy}[j^ia  pisyaXa  sirsreXovy,  *0 
•av  Ax.vXa$  ytaravvysis  rr^y  hayotavy  ruj  ^lo'i'iavio'ilw  eTricTEVcrByr, 
«inj<ra|  $e  f^sra,  ^fa'Svov  rijv  By  XoKrTa;  a-^payiScc,  tKOi/^t (ra.ro.  De 
Mensuris  et  Ponderibus,  Epiphauii  Opera^  vol.  ii.  p.  171.  Paris. 
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pose  that  these  returned  christians  were  residing  at  le-* 
rusalem,  or  more  properly  at  ^lia,  at  the  same  time 
that  Aquila  was  residing  there  as  overseer  of  the  em* 
peror's  works.  Let  not  the  public  be  abused  by  any 
cavils  which  ignorance  or  fraud  may  raise  about  the 
chronology  of  the  return." 

But  certainly  it  must  be  of  consequence  to  know^ 
whether  Aquila  was  residing  at  Jerusalem  after  the  de* 
struction  of  that  city  by  Adrian ;  and  this  is  more  than 
Epiphanius  says,  or  is  at  all  probable  in  itsdf.  For  the 
rebuilding  of  Jerusalem  by  Adrian,  in  which  Aquila 
was  employed  by  him,  was  undertaken  in  the  1 8th  year 
of  his  reign,  a  year  before  the  revolt  of  the  Jews ;  and 
it  was  not  till  the  1 8th  of  Adrian  that  they  were  en- 
tirely subdued. 

According  to  Epiphanius,  Aquila,  after  his  conver- 
sion to  Christianity  by  the  descendants  of  the  Jewish 
christians  who  were  returned  from  Pella,  ( retaining  his 
former  practices, )  was  excommunicated  by  them.  After 
this  he  became  a  Jew,  and,  applying  himself  to  the  study 
of  the  scriptures,  made  a  translation  of  them  into 
Greek.  This  translation  Cave  supposes  to  have  been 
made  A.  D.  128  or  129,  the  11th  or  12th  of  Adrian- 
His  conversion  to  Christianity,  therefore,  was  probably 
prior  to  the  reign  of  Adrian :  and  yet  that  is  the  only 
circumstance  that  proves  any  intercourse  he  ever  had 
with  Jewish  christians  returned  from  Pella.  On  which 
side  then  is  the  ignorance^  I  say  nothing  of  the  frauds 
of  which  you  suspect  me  in  this  business  ?  You  must. 
Sir,  dig  deeper  than  you  have  yet  done,  for  the  fouada^ 
tion  of  t^is  favourite  church. 

1  am^  &c«  • 
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LETTER    IV. 

Of  the  Evidence  from  Jefom  in  favour  of  the  Exists 
ence  of  a  Church  of  Orthodox  Jewish  Christians  at 
Jerusalem  after  the  Time  of  Adrian. 

Rev.  Sir, 

1  COME  now  to  the  two  passages  which  you  have 
quoted  from  Jerom.  That  on  which  you  lay  the 
greatest  stressjou  introduce  in  the  following  manner. 
**  But  I  give  him  Origen :"  "  I  will  rest  the  credit  of 
my  seventh  portion  upon  the  mention  which  occurs 
in  Jerom's  Commentary  upon  Isaiah,  of  Hebrews  be» 
lieving  in  Christy  as  distinct  from  the  Nazarenes.  Je- 
rom relates  two  different  expositions  of  the  prophecy 
concerning  Zabulon  and  Naphtali,  delivered  in  the  be- 
ginning of  the  9th  chapter  of  Isaiah,  of  which  exposi- 
tions  he  ascribes  the  one  to  the  Hebrews  believing  in 
Christy  the  other  to  the  Nazarenes.  The  character 
given  of  these  Hebrews,  that  they  believed  in  Christ, 
without  any  thing  to  distinguish  their  belief  from  the 
common  belief  of  the  church,  without  any  note  of  its 
error  or  imperfection,  is  a  plain  character  of  complete 
orthodoxy/* 

It  is  somewhat  remarkable,  that  having  before  main- 
tained that  those  whom  Jerom  called  Nazarenes^  in  his 
epistle  to  Austin,  were  orthodox  christians'^  you  should 
now  allow  that,  by  the  same  term,  he  here  means  here-- 
tics  J  and  that  the  phrase  believing  in  Christ  should 
now  be  a  character  of  complete  orthodoxy^  when  in  that 
epistle  it  is  predicated  of  the  heretical  Ebionites.  What 
clue  can  we  have  to  any  man's  meaning,  if  he  be  sup* 

2  £ 
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posed  to  use  terms  in  such  different  and  even  oppo^te 
senses  ?  When  neither  himself  nor  any  other  writer 
ever  says  that  there  were  two  such  very  different  kinds 
of  Nazarenes,  what  right  can  you  have  to  assert  that 
there  were  ? 

The  passage  in  Jerom  on  which  though  you  lay  so 
much  stress,  you  do  not  quote,  is  as  follows.     In  his 
interpretation  of  Isaiah  ix.  14,  (cited  in  Matt.  iv.  6,)  he 
fiays,  "  Galilee  of  the  Gentiles  Aquila  translates  Bivag 
of  the  Gentiles,  dnd  Symmachus  the  boundaries  of  the 
Gentiles.     By  Bivccg  we  understand  heaps  of  sand  oa 
sea  coasts  or  shores.     The  Hebrews  bielieving  in  Christ 
interpret  the  passage  in  this  manner.     At  first  these 
two  tribes,  Zabulon  and  Napht'ali,  were  taken  by  the 
Assyrians,  and  carried  into  their  enemies'  country,  and 
Galilee  was  destroyed  ;   which  the  prophet  now  says 
was  relieved  because  he  bore  the  sins  of  the  pec^le. 
But  afterwards  not  only  the  two  tribes,  but  the  rest  thatf 
dwelled  beyond  Jordan,  in  Samaria^  were  carried  cap- 
tive.    And  this  they  say  the  scripture  now  declares, 
that  the  country  whose  people  were  first  carried  captive, 
and  began  to  serve  the  Babylonians,  and  which  was 
first  involved  in  the  darkness  of  error,  was  the  first  to 
see  the  light  of  Christ  preaching  to  them,  and  from  it 
the  gospel  was  preached  to  all  other  nations.     The 
Nazarenes,  whose  opinion  1  have  given  above^  thus  en- 
deavour to  explain  the  passage.    Christ  coming,  and 
his  preaching  shining  forth,  in  the  first  place  the  countiy 
of  Zabulon  and  Naphtalim,  being  delivered  froni  die 
error  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  shook  from  their 
i^cks  the  heavy  yoke  of  Jewish  traditions ;  but  after- 
wards, by  the  preaching  df  the  apostle  Paul,  who  was 
the  last  of  the  apostles,  the  preaching  was  increased. 
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Or  multiplied,  and  the  gospel  of  Christ  shone  to  the  ut^^ 
most  boundaries  of  the  Gentiles,  and  of  the  oceaat 
Then  all  the  world,  which  before  walked,  or  sat,  in 
darkness,  and  was  held  in  the  chains  of  Idolatry  and 
death,  saw  the  clear  light  of  the  gospel*.*' 

Before  you  can  show  that  this  passage,  on  which 
you  lay  so  much  stress,  is  at  all  to  your  purpose^  you 
must  prove  the  three  following  things.  First,  that  the 
Hebrews  believing  in  Christ  were  different  from  th^ 
Nazarenes.  Secondly^  that  the  former  were  com- 
pletely orthodox  ;  and*  thirdly^  that  those  oi'thodox 
Jewicii  christians  resided  at  Jerusalem.  And  it  appears 
to  me  that  not  one  of  these  suppositions  is  at  all  pn> 
bable. 

That  by  Nazarenes  Jerom  did  not  intend  any  othei^ 
than  die  Hebrews  beHeving  in  Christy  but  only  meant 

♦  Pro  Galiiea  Gentium  Aquila  divas  gentium^  Symmachus,  ter- 
mines  gentium  interpretati  sunt :  divas  autet^  tomulos  intelligt« 
mus  anenarumy  qui  vel  in  littoribus  vel  in  ripis  sunt.  Hebraei  crc« 
denies  in  Christum  hunc  locum  ita  edisserunt.  Primo  tempore  had 
duae  tribus  Zabulon  et  Nephtalim  ab  Assyriis  captaR  sunt  et  ductae 
ia  hosttUem  terram,  et  Galilaea  deserta  est,  quarti  nunc  propheta  di- 
cit  alleviatam  esse,  eo  quod  peccata  populi  sustineret.  Postea  au- 
tern  non  solum  duae  tribus,  sed  et  reliquae  quae  habitabant  tran& 
Jordanem  in  Samaria,  ductae  sunt  in  captivitatero.  Et  hoc,  inquiunt^ 
ficiiptura  nunc  dicit,  quod  regii  cujus  populus  primus  ductus  est  ia 
captivitatem  et  Babiloniis  servire  coepit,  et  quae  prius  in  tenebris 
Tersabatnr  erroris,  ipse  primum.  lucem  praedicantis  viderii  Christi, 
et  ex  ea  in  universas  gentes  sit  evangelium  seminatum.  Nazaraei^ 
quorum  opinionem  supra  posuij  banc  locum  ita  explanare  conan- 
ttin  Ad^reniente  Christo,  et  pracdicatione  illius  cbruscante,  primft 
tetra  Zabulon  et  terra  Nephtalim  scribarum  et  pharisaeorum  est  ea> 
roribus  liberata,  et  gravissimum  traditionum  Judaicarum  jugum  ex^ 
cussk  de  cervicibus  suis.  Postea  antem  per  evangelium  apostoK 
Pauli,  qui  novtssimus  apostQlorum  omnium  futt,  itigravata  est,  t.  0, 
inoltiplicata  praedicatio,  et  in  terminos  gentium  et  viam  tmiversi 
maris  Cbristi  evangelium  splenduit.  Denique  omnis  oxbis,  qui  ante 
^aobulabat  j^l  sedebat  in  tenebds,  et  idoldatriae  ac  niortis  vincttllt 
tenebatur^  clarum  evangelicum  lumen  aspexit.    Opera^  vol.  iv* 

2B  2  . 
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to  vary  his  mode  of  expression,  is  probable  from  tim 
consideration ;  that,  after  giving  a  translation  of  the 
passage  by  Aquila  and  Symmachus,  both  Ebionites, 
Jie  speaks  of  the  interpretation  of  the  prophecy  by  the 
Hebrew  christians  in  general,  and  then  says,  the  Naza- 
renes,  whose  opinion  he  had  given  above^  explained  or 
illustrated  it  m  the  manner  that  has  been  represented. 
The  opinion  to  which  he  referred,  as  given  above ^  was 
therefore,  probably,  that  of  the  Hebrews  believing  k 
Christ.  And  the  explanations  of  the  passage  are  not 
at  all  different  from  one  another^  but  the  latter  a  further 
illustration  of  the  former  \  the  one  being  an  inteif^reta- 
tion  of  the  prophecy,  and  the  latter  a  more  particular 
application  of  it  to  the  time  of  Christ  and  the  gospel. 

This  passage,  therefore,  which  you  have  quoted  as 
decisively  in  your  favour,  instead  of  proving  that  the 
Hebrews  believing  in  Christ  were  different  from  the 
Nazarenes^  furnishes  an  additional  argument  that,  in 
the  idea  of  Jerom,  they  were  the  very  same  people ;  if 
it  does  not  also  prove  that  their  opinions  were  the  same 
with  those  of  Aquila  and  Symmacbus,  or  of  the  £bi- 
onites. 

You  may  indeed  say  that  the  opinion  of  the  Naza- 
tenes,  to  which  Jerom  refers,  as  given  above^  was  that 
account  of  the  Nazarenefs  which  is  found  in  his  com- 
mentary on  the  preceding  chapter,  viz.  *'  their  so  re- 
ceiving Christ  as  not  to  abandon  the  old  law."  But 
the  remoteness  of  the  passage,  and  its  having  no  rela- 
tion to  the  subject  of  which  he  is  treating  in  his  com- 
mentary on  the  ninth  krhapter,  make  it  improbable. 

2.  Admitting  that  Jerom  alluded  to  some  difference 
between  the  Hebrews  believing  in  Christ  and  the  Na^ 
zarenesp  it  is  far  from  following  that  the  former  iirere 
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completely  orthodox^  and  the  latter  not.  For  the  phrase 
believing  in  Christ  is  applied  both  by  Origen  and  Jerom 
to  the  heretical  Jewish  christians.  His  not  expressly 
saying  that  they  were  heretics  in  this  place,  on  which 
you  lay  so  much  stress,  can  never  prove  that  they 
were  completely  orthodoxy  since  their  heresy  had  no- 
thing to  do  with  the  subject  of  which  Jerom  is  here 
treating. 

All  the  diflFerence  between  these  two  descriptions  of 
Jewish  christians  that  Jerom  can  be  supposed  to  allude 
to,  is  such  a  one  as  Origen  made,  of  two  sorts  of  Ebi- 
onites,  viz.  one  who  believed  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion, and  the  other  who  disbelieved  it ;  or  that  of  Jus- 
tin,, viz.  of  those  who  would  hold  communion  with  the 
gentile  christians,  and  those  who  would  not. 

**  It  must  strike  the  learned  reader,"  you  say,  "  that 
the  Nazarenes  mentioned  by  St.  Jerom  in  the  passage 
to  which  I  now  refer,  of  his  annotations  on  Isaiah> 
must  have  been  a  different  people  from  those  men- 
tioned by  him  with  such  contempt  in  his  epistle  to  St. 
Austin,  and  described  by  Epiphanius.  The  Nazarenes 
here  mentioned  by  St.  Jerom  held  the  Scribes  and 
Pharisees  in  detestation,  their  traditions  in  contempt, 
and  the  apostle  St.  Paul  in  high  veneration.**  Now  I  see 
no  intimation  in  this  passage  of  there  being  any  other 
kinds  of  Nazarenes,  or  Jewish  christians,  besides  such 
as  Paul  found  at  Jerusalem  in  his  last  journey  thither, 
the  more  intelligent  of  them  being  his  friends,  and  re- 
joicing in  the  success  of  his  preaching.  But  even  his 
greatest  enemies  must  have  admitted  that  the  know- 
ledge of  Christianity  was  extended  by  his  means;  which 
is  all  that  Jerom  says  of  the  Nazarenes  in  this  place. 
As  to  the  traditions  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  we 
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read  of  no  Jewish  christians  who  did  not  hold  them  in 
contempt. 

S.  Allowing  both  that  the  Hebrews  beReving  in 
Christ  and  the  Nazarenes  were  different  people,  and 
that  the  former  were  completely  orthodox,  it  will  not 
follow  that  there  was  a  church  of  them  at  Jerusalem; 
which  is  the  thing  that  you  contend  for. 

*^  On  these  foundations,"  however,  you  say,  *^  which 
a  stronger  arm  than  Dr.  Priestley's  shall  not  be  able  to 
tear  up>  stands  the  church  of  orthodox:  Jewish  chris- 
tians at  Jerusalem,  to  which  the  assertors  of  the  cathoHc 
faith  will  not  scruple  to  appeal  in  proof  of  the  anti- 
quity  of  their  doctrine,  whatever  offence  the  very  men- 
tion of  the  orthodox  church  at  Jerusalem  may  give  to 
the  enraged  Heresiarch.** 

Alas!  these  new  foundations^  being  like  the  former 
built  upon  the  sand,  are  also  completely  swept  away. 
I  will  add,  that  he  must  be  a  bolder  man  than  he  that 
rebuilt  Jericho,  who  shall  attempt  to  restore  them. 

But  this  is  not  the  only  passage  in  Jerom  to  which 
you  appeal.  You  also  say,  that  "  he  mentions  Naza- 
renes who  held  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity. 
For  by  an  exposition  of  Isaiah  viii.  13,  14,  which  St. 
Jerom  ascribes  to  them,  it  appears  that  they  acknow- 
ledged in  Christ  the  niN3S  mrr  I^the  Lord  of  Hosts] 
of  the  Old  Testament."  For  any  thing  like  a  shadow 
of  a  proof  of  this  most  extraordinary  assertion,  I  a 
long  time  looked  in  vain,  and  thought  the  reference 
must  have  been  misprinted ;  but  at  length,  considering 
what  kind  of  a  reasoner  I  had  to  do  with,  I  believe  I 
discovered  your  real  ideas  on  the  subject* 

The  prophet  says,  (ch.  viii.  18^  14.)  Sanctify  tk 
Lord  of  Hosts  himself  and  let  him  be  yourfear^  am 
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let  him  be  your  dread;  and  he  shall  be  for*  a  sane* 
tvxiry  ;  but  for  a  stone  of  stumblings  and  for  a  rock  of 
offence^  to  both  the  houses  of  hrael^for  a  gin  and  for 
a  snare  to  the  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem. 

In  his  commentary  on  this  passage,  Jerom  says,  ^^  the 
Nazarenes  (who  so  received  Christ  as  not  to  abandon 
the  observance  of  the  old  law)  interpret ^ these  two 
houses  of  Sammai  and  Hillel^  from  which  arose  the 
Scribes  and  Pharisees,  &c.  and  that  these  were  the  two 
houses  which  did  not  receive  the  Saviour,  who  was  to 
them  for  a  destruction  and  an  offence */* 

Jerom,  however,  does  not  make  the  inference  that 
you  do,  viz.  that  because  the  Nazarenes  thought  that 
this  prophecy  referred  to  the  times  of  CHrist,  and  to 
his  rejection  by  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  they  believed 
Christ  to  be  the  Lord  of  Hosts.  They  only  call  him 
the  Saviour^  meaning,  probably,  a  person  speaking  and 
acting  by  authority  from  God,  who  was  in  reality  re* 
jected  by  those  who  rejected  his  messenger,  though  a 
mere  man.  As  our  Lord  himself  says^  Luke  x.  6,  He 
that  despiseth  you  despiseth  me ;  and  he  that  despiseth 
me  despiseth  him  that  sent  me.  On  this  ground  you 
might  rank  both  the  Nazarenes  and  all  the  modern 
professed  unitarians  with  believers  in  the  divinity  of 

*  Duas  domus  Nazarei  (qui  ita  Christum  recipiant  ut  obser* 
vationes  legis  veteris  non  amittant)  duas  famlHas  interpretantur 
Samai  et  HUlel,  ex  quibus  oni  sunt  scribae  et  pharisaei,  quorum 
Buscepit  scholam  Axibas,  quera  magisfrum  Aquilae  proseliti  autu- 
mant^  et  post  eum  Meir ;  cui  successit  Jobannen,  filius  Zacbaraei^ 
et  post  eum  £liezer^  et'  per  ordinem  Delpbon,  et  rursum  Joseph 
Galilaeus,  et  usque  ad  captivitatem  Hierusalem  Josue.  Samai  igitur 
et  Hillel,  non  multo  prius  quam  dominus  nasceretur  orti  sunt  in 
Judaea,  quorum  prior  dissipator  interpretatur^  sequens  prophanus } 
eo  quod  per  traditiones  et  Ssurs^otreis  suas^  legis  pracoepta  dissipa- 
verint  atque  maculaverint.  £t  has  esse  duas  damns,  quae  salva- 
torem  non  receperint^  qui  factus  sit  eis  in  ruinam  et  in  scandalam. 
Opera^  vol.  iv.  p.  32. 


^ 
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Christ.  You  might  even  make  them  believers  la  the 
divinity  of  the  apostles,  and  that  of  all  the  preachers  of 
the  gospel.  But  haviog  no  better  evidence  of  the  or* 
thodoxy  of  the  Nazarenes,  you  were  obliged  to  make 
the  best  of  thisj  which  will  prove  a  great  deal  too 
much. 

I  wonder,  however,  that  this  mode  of  interpreting 
scripture  does  not  stagger  even  yourself,  I  thought 
that  the  most  orthodox  of  the  present  day  had  believed 
that  the  person  characterized  by  the  title  of  the  Lord 
of  Hosts  had  been  not  the  Son  but  the  Father.  If 
the  Lord,  i.  e.  Jehovah^  of  HostSj  which  is  no  doubt 
synonymous  to  Jehovah  absolutely  so  called,  be  the 
Son^  it  will  be  difficult  to  find  the  Father  any  where  in 
the  Old  Testament. 

Thus  I  have  considered  all  the  evidence,  positive  or 
presumptive,  that  you  have  produced  for  the  existence 
of  a  church  of  orthodox  Jewish  christians  at  Jerusalem 
^er  the  time  of  Adrian.  I  have  particularly  con»* 
dered  your  five  quotations  from  ancient  writers,  and  do 
ixot  find  that  so  much  as  one  of  them  is  at  all  to  your 
purpose. 

Thus  again  ends  this  church  of  orthodox  Jewish 
christians  at  Jerusalem,  planted  by  Mosheim,  and  -de- 
stroyed by  the  too  copious  watering  of  the  Archdea* 

con  of  St.  Alban's. 

I  am,  &c« 
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LETTER    V. 

Of  the  Miraculous  Conception. 

Rev.  Sir, 

Your  Sermon  on  the  Incarnation  ought  to  be  con- 
sidered as  making  part  of  our  controversy ;  and  indeed 
it  might  with  more  propriety  have  been  entitled  a  Dis- 
course against  myself,  as  you  have  contrived  to  intro- 
duce  into  it  reflections  on  every  opinion  that  I  have  at 
any  time  advanced,  that  you  could  think  would  make 
me  appear  in  an  obnoxious  light.  But  for  this  I  am 
not  sorry ;  because  the  more  those  opinions  are  kept  in 
view,  the  sooner  viill  the  horror  they  at  first  inspire  go 
off.  In  time  mankind  will  be  less  oflFended  at  them, 
and  may  come  to  approve  what  they  now  dislike.  As 
to  mere  abuse ^  in  which  light  only  those  reflections  can 
be  considered  as  they  appear  in  this  Sermon,  I  think 
my  timej  and  even  my  ink,  of  too  much  value  to  be 
thrown  away  in  answering  it. 

As  to  the  miraculous  conception,  to  which  your  Ser- 
mon  chiefly  relates,  I  do  hot  pretend  to  make  myself  a 
party  for  or  against  it,  having  only  endeavoured  to 
supply  materials  for  forming  a  right  judgement  in  the 
case.  But  I  cannot  help  observing  that,  instead  of  new 
light,  you  have  thrown  upon  it  a  great  mass  of  addi- 
tional  darkness,  and  of  a  deeper  shade  than  any  thing 
that  has  been  produced  by  the  christian  fathers,  at  least 
till  long  after  the  council  of  Nice, 

With  respect  to  the  importance  of  the  doctrine,  you 
say,  that,  ^*  as  an  article  of  the  christian  faith,  it  is  evi- 
dently the  foundation  of  the  whole  distinction  between 
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the  character  of  Christ,  in  the  condition  of  a  man,  and 
that  of  any  other  prophet.  Had  the  conception  of  Jesus 
been  in  the  natural  way,  had  he  been  the  fruit  of  Mary*s 
marriage  with  her  husband,  his  intercourse  with  the 
Deity  could  have  been  of  no  other  kind  than  thepa- 
ture  of  any  other  man  might  have  equally  admitted^ 
— —and  how  it  should  diflfer,  otherwise  than  in  the 
degree  of  frequency  and  intimacy,  it  will  not  be  easy 
to  explain,  unless  we  adhere  to  the  faith  transmitted  to 
us  from  the  primitive  ages,  and  belieVfe  that  the  eternal 
word,  who  was  in  the  beginning  with  God,  and  was 
God,  so  joined  to  himself  the  holy  thing  which  was 
formed  in  Mary's  womb,  that  the  two  natures,  from 
the  commencement  of  the  virgin's  conception,  made 
one  person  Jesus,  according  to  the  primitive  doc- 
trine, was  so  united  to  the  ever-living  word^  that  the 
very  existence  of  the  man  consisted  in  this  union/' 

•'  It  was,*'  you  say,  "  clearly  the  doctrine  of  holy 
writ,  and  nothing  else,  which  the  fathers  asserted,  in 
terms  borrowed  from  the  schools  of  philosophy,  when 
they  affivmed  that  the  very  principle  of  personality  and 
individual  existence  in  Mary's  son  was  union  with  the 
uncreated  word.  A  doctrine  in  which  the  miraculous 
conception  would  have  been  implied,  had  the  thing  not 
been  recorded  ;  since  a  maA  conceived  in  the  ordinary 
way  would  have  derived  the  principles  of  his  existence 
from  the  mere  physical  powers  of  generation.  Union 
with  the  divine  nature  could  not  have  been  the  prin- 
ciple of  an  existence  physically  derived  from  Adam ; 
and  that  intimate  union  of  God  and  man  in  the  Re- 
deemer's person,  which  the  scriptures  so  clearly  assert, 
had  been  a  physical  impossibility." 

You  add,  ^*  On  the  other  hand,  it  were  not  difficult 
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to  show  that  the  miraculous  conception,  once  admitted^ 
naturally  brings  up  after  it  the  great  doctrines  of  the 
atonement  and  the  incarnation/' 

To  these  uncouth  assertions,  expressed  in  language 
utterly  umntelligible,  and  equally  unwarranted  by  scrip- 
ture or  reason,  I  shall  make  no  particular  reply.  He 
that  can  receive  them^  let  him  receive  them,  I  shall 
only  observe,  in  general,  that  if  I  should  profess  my« 
self  an  opponent  of  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous 
conception,  I  could  not  wish  for  a  fuller  refutation  of 
it,  than  your  being  able  to  prove  that  these  very  ab- 
surd doctrines  do,  as  you  say,  necessarily  depend  upon 
it.  I  shall  add,  that  if  Christ  had  so  extraordinary  a 
commum'cation  with  God,  in  consequence  of  his  having 
no  father,  what  must  have  been  the  case  with  Adam, 
wh6  had  neither  father  nor  mother  ? 

When  you  shall  see  what  I  have  advanced  on  this 
subject  in  the  fourth  volume  of  my  History  of  early 
Opinions  concerning  Christ,  you  will  be  better  quali- 
fied to  write  about  it  than  you  were  at  the  time  of 
compodng  this  Sermon,  lliis  History  you  ironically 
call  my  great  work,  printing  it  twice  in  capitals. 
This  work,  which  is  now  before  the  public,  and  may 
be  in  your  hands,  you  are  welcome  to  treat  ironically 
or  seriously  as  you  please.  But  you  will  lead  many  of 
your  readers  to  conclude  that  I  had  myself  called  it  a 
great  worky  'whereas  I  do  not  recollect  that  I  have  any 
where  called  it  more  than  a  large  workj  which  does 
not  imply  so  much  vanity  as  you  ascribe  to  me.  If 
that  work  should  stand  its  ground  against  the  fierce  at- 
tacks of  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Alban*s,  the  learned 
Professor  of  Arabic  at  Oxford,  the  more  learned 
Mr.  Howes  of  Norwich,  and  the  other  learned  or- 
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thodox  divines  at  home  and  abroad,  whose  animadvert 
sions  it  openly  challenges,  it  may  deserve  a  more  ho- 
nourable epithet  than  I  have  yet  given  it.  At  present 
it  is  only  a  candidate  for  the  approbation  of  those  who 

are  proper  judges  of  its  m^rit. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER    VI. 

Miscellaneous  Articles. 

Rev.  Sir, 

Were  I  disposed  to  indulge  myself  in  noticing  all 
the  strange  positions  and  inconclusive  reasonings  with 
which  your  Remarks  abound,  I  should  make  a  much 
larger  work  than  I  fear  my  readers  would  care  to  look 
through.  Having,  therefore,  abundantly  refuted  every 
thing  on  which  you  yourself  pretend  to  lay  the  most 
stress,  I  shall  be  very  short  in  my  remarks  on  other 
things,  to  which,  however,  you  strongly  solicit  my  at- 
tention. 

I. 

As  to  my  construction  of  the  passage  in  Alhana* 
slusj  we  are  sufficiently  come  to  an  issue.  I  am  fully 
satisfied  with  what  I  have  advanced  in  support  of  it, 
and  have  nothing  to  add  ;  and,  conteniptuously  as  you 
treat  it,  1  should  not  feel  myself  disposed  to  distrust  it 
on  that  account,  even  if  I  had  not  the  concurrence  of 
such  names  as  Beausobre  and  Dr.  Lardner  in  my  fa- 
vour. I  do  not  know  that  you  can  produce  the  name 
of  any  writer  whatever  in  favour  of  your  interpretation. 


ARCHn£ACO:Nr  OF  ST.  ALBAN^S.         S8l 

11. 

With  respect  to  the  passages  from  Chrysostom^  you 
will  find  in  my  larger  work  (if  you  should  condescend 
to  look  into  such  a  quantity  of  unfinished  literature) 
that  your  construction  of  his  meaning  is  contradicted 
by  himself.  You  yourself,  however,  acknowledge  all 
that  I  want,  when  you  say,.  *'  the  apostles  first  taught 
what  was  easiest  to  be  learned^  and  went  on  to  higgler 
points,  as  the  minds  of  their  catechumens  became  able 
to  bear  them."  For,  in  reality,  it  makes  no  difference 
from  whatever  motive  it  w^as  that  the  apr.stles  did  not 
choose  to  teach  the  doctrine  of  Christ's  divinity,  or  of 
the  trinity.  If  christians  were  not  taught  those  doc- 
trines, they  coufd  not  know  them,  and  consequently 
they  must  have  been  unitarians,  till  they  were  instruct- 
ed in  them  ;  and  this,  as  all  the  fathers  say,  was  not 
till  the  publication  of  the  gospel  of  John. 

The  learned  and  judicious  Mr.  Basnage,  though 
a  trinitarian,  very  frankly  acknowledges  that  Christ 
found  the  Jews  in  utter  ignorance  of  the  divinity  of 
their  Messiah,  that  his  object  was,  *'  to  accustom  them 
insensibly  to  a  mysteryso  much  above  their  reason,  and 
foreseeing  that  the  church  would  revolt  against  it.'^ 
Chrysostom,  he  says,  has  succeeded  in  maintaining 
this.     Hist,  des  Juifs,  1.  v.  cap.  ix.  s.  3. 

IIL 

You  are  pleased  to  ridicule  my  Logic^  as  confound- 
ing beings  substance^  and  substratum^  and  you  find 
me  *^  unapprised  of  that  great  principle,  without  which 
a  logician  will  handle  his  tools  but  awkwardly,  that  the 
jgenus  cannot  be  predicated  of  the  specific  differences.*' 
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I  cannot  tell  where  you  learned  this  curious  logic,  with 
which  I  acknowledge  I  am  utterly  unacquainted  ;  and 
limagine  it  is  equally  unknown  to  common  sense.  For, 
according  to  it,  since  men  are  divided  into  fVhites  and 
Blacks^  &c.  &c.  and  the  Whites  may  be  subdivided 
into'  those  of  Europe  and  Asia,  &c.  and  the  Blacks 
into  the  Negroes  of  Africa,  and  other  distinct  species 
in  other  parts  of  the  world,  it  would  follow,  that  it 
cannot  with  propriety  be  said  of  any  particular  Whites 
or  Blacks,  that  they  are  merij  and  it  would  be  still  less 
proper  to  say  that  they  are  animals  or  creatures^  and 
least  of  all  that  they  are  beings^  that  is,  that  they  have 
any  existence  at  all;  However,  it  is  unusually  mode^ 
in  you,  to  allow  that  even  great  men  have  fallen  into 
the  same  error  with  myself^  ^*  in  supposing  that  being 
is  an  universal  genus,  under  which  all  other  genera 
rank  as  species."  I  am  content  to  class  with  these  great 
men,  greater,  as  you  say,  than  myself, 

IV. 

I  am  particularly  amused  with  your  account  of  the 
dissenters  in  this  country,  with  whom  it  may  be  pre- 
sumed that  1  am  better  acquainted  than  you  are.  And 
yet,  in  contradiction  to  what  I  asserted,  and  to  what  I 
am  confident  every  dissenting  minister,  of  any  deDomi*- 
nation  whatever,  will  acknowledge  to  be  true,  you 
largely  maintain  that  ^*  Calvinism  is  almost  extinguish- 
ed  among  us."  However,  I  the  less  wonder  at  your 
ignorance  of  ancient  sects  when  you  so  peremptorily 
decide  with  respect  to  modern  ones,  aiguing  on  the 
most  fallacious  principles,  and  neglecting,  or  despising, 
the  surest  and  the  nK>st  eadly  accessible  sources  <^  in- 
formation.    I  sincerely  wish  that  the  rational  di^ 
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senters  were  more  numerous  than  they  are ;  but  the 
smallness  of  their  number,  compared  to  that  of  the 
Calvinistk  dissenters,  is  a  clear  proof  of  the  truth  of 
my  general  maxim,  that  great  bodies  do  not  soon 
change  their  opinions ;  and  that  maxim  affords  the 
strongest  presumption  that  the  body  of  christians^ 
having,  according  to  the  acknowledgement  of  all  the 
fathers,  been  at  first  unitarians,  could  not  soon  become 
trinitarians.  Accordingly,  there  are  the  clearest  indi* 
cadons  that,  in  fact^  they  continued  to  be  unitarians 
for  several  centuries. 

V. 

You  have  taken  great  but  unnecessary  pains  to 
prove  that  the  places  in  which  Mr.  Lindsey  and  my- 
self officiate  are  properly  conveniiclesj  because  we  who 
preach  in  them  are  not  authorized  by  law.  It  is  a 
matter  of  little  consequence  by  what  name  they  are 
called,  since,  even  in  the  worst  and  most  obnoxious 
sense  of  the  term,  as  places  unauthorized  by  law^  the 
apostles  generally  preached  in  conventicles. 

I  should  thinly  however,  that  if,  by  any  accident, 
an  unauthorized  dissenting  minister,  like  myself,  should 
preach  in  a  parish  churchy  it  would  not,  on  that  ac- 
count, become  a  conventicle^  and  require  reconsecra^ 
tion..  And  if  not,  neither  does  the  building  in  which 
I  officiate,  being  licensed  according  to  law,  and  there- 
fore in  itself  no  conventicle^  become  one  in  conse- 
quence of  my  preaching  in  it. 

VI.  \ 

You  have  a  whole  chapter  on  the  general  spirit  of 
ny^xmtroversial  writings^  in  which  you  take  much 
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pains  to  exhibit  me  as  a  man  whose  designs  are  hostile 
to  my  country,  and  who  has  no  pretension  to  the  cha- 
racter of  a  good  christian^  or  a  good  suhjecL.  I  re- 
joice that  I  am  reproached  on  this  account,  as  I  am 
conscious  that  it  is  unmerited,  and  shall  only  observe, 
that  the  same  things,  and  on  the  very  same  grounds, 
were  said  of  Luther,  and  may  be  said  of  any  man  who 
shall  endeavour  to  reform  any  thing  that  he  finds  esta- 
blished in  the  country  in  which  he  is  bom.  For  it  is 
impossible  that  any  man  should  wish  for  a  new  and 
better  state  of  things,  without  wishing  for  an  alteration 
of  the  old  and  worse  state ;  and  if  he  may  on  this 
account  be  denominated  an  enemy  to  the  country  in 
which  that  old  and  worst  state  prevails,  a  physician 
must,  on  the  same  principle,  be  deemed  the  enemy  of 
his  patient,  whose  disorders  he  wishes  to  cure,  and 
especially  if,  in  order  to  it,  he  has  recourse  to  un* 
pleasing  remedies. 

At  the  same  time  that  you  profess  the  greatest  mo- 
deration, you  cannot  conceal  your  secret  wishes  for 
the  interference  of  some  aid  from  a  foreign  quarter. 
You  say,  indeed,  "  Whatever  Dr.  Priestley  may  affect 
to  think  of  the  intolerance  of  churchmen  in  general,  or 
of  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Alban's  in  particular,  a 
churchman  lives  not  in  the  present  age  so  weak,  who 
would  not  in  policy,  if  not  in  love,  discourage  rather 
than  promote  any  thing  that  might  be  called  a  perse^ 
cution  of  the  unitarian  blasphemy,  in  the  person  of 
Dr.  Priestley,  or  of  any  of  his  admirers.  A  churchman 
lives  not  so  weak  as  not  to  know,  that  persecution  is 
the  hot-bed  in  which  nonsense  and  impiety  have  ever 
thrived.''  V  wish,  Sir,  I  could  persuade  myself  that 
this  was  true.    For  there  certainly  are  some  very  weak 
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churchmen,  who,  having  less  confidence  in  the  force  of 
argument  than  you  have,  may  be  alarmed  too  soon, 
and  cry.  The  church  is  in  danger ;  in  which  case  you 
would  yourself  think  the  interference  of  civil  power 
very  proper. 

Confiding,  however,  in  the  good  sense  and  modera- 
tion of  my  countrymen  in  general,  though  not  in  that 
of  the  clergy  in  particular,  I  shall  persist  in  using  that 
h'berty  which  the  laws  ought  to  give  me.  Unitarianism 
has  flourished  very  well,  as  you  allow,  in  persecution. 
Let  the  experiment  be  fairly  made,  and  we  shall  see 
whether  it  will  not  flourish  as  well  in  that  state  of  per- 
feet  freedom  which  the  generous  temper  of  the  times 
gives  us. 

In  a  spirit  very  different  from  the  general  professions 
quoted  above,  you  cannot  forbear  to  insinuate  that  my 
designs  are  truly  alarming  to  the  State,  and  say,  ^'  If 
Dr.  Priestley  ever  should  attempt  to  execute  the  smallest 
part  of  what  he  would  now  be  understood  to  threaten^ 
it  may  then  be  expedient  that  the  magistrate  should 
show  that  he  beareth  not  the  sword  in  vain/' 

You  say,  "  Let  us  trust  for  the  present,  as  we  se» 
curely  may,  to  the  trade  of  the  good  town  of  Birming« 
ham,  and  to  the  wise  connivance  of  the  magistrate, 
(who  watches,  no  dpubt,  while  he  deems  it  politic  to 
wink,)  to  nip  Dr.  Priestley's  goodly  projects  in  the 
bud ;  which  nothing  would  be  so  likely  to  ripen  to  a 
dangerous  effect,  as  constraint  excessively  or  unseason- 
ably used.  Thanks,  however,  are  due  to  him  from  all 
lovers  of  their  country^  for  the  mischief  which  he  wants 
not  the  inclination  to  do,  if  he  could  find  the  means  of 
doing  it.  In  gratitude's  estimation  the  will  is  ever  to 
be  taken  for  the  deed."    What  is  this  but  saying  that 
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it  would  be  wise  and  right  to  nip  my  projects  even  in 
the  bud,  if  there  was  any  prospect  of  ray  succeeding  in 
them  ?  And  what  could  a  Bonner  or  a  Gardiner  say 
more  ?  They  would  never  have  burned  men  alive,  if 
it  had  not  been  to  prevent  what  they  thought  to  be 
mischief.  Indeed,  Sir,  you  do  not  know  what  spirit 
you  are  of. 

But  my  projects  are  more  than  in  the  bud.  I  am  at 
this  very  time  actually  executing  all  that  1  would  be 
understood  to  threaten,  or  ever  have  threatened.  I 
am  endeavouring  by  all  the  means  in  my  power  to 
rouse  the  attention  of  thinking  men  in  this  country  to 
the  corrupt  state  of  the  religion  that  is  established  in  it, 
and  especially  to  convince  them  of  the  mischievous 
tendency  of  worshipping  Christ  as  a  God,  when  Chris- 
tianity disclaims  all  knowledge  of  any  other  God  than 
one,  and  that  the  God  and  Father  of  Christ ;  bdng 
confident  that  when  this  is  effected,  (and  towards  this 
considerable  progress  is  visibly  making  every  day,  and 
it  has  met  with  no  obstruction  since  the  commencement 
of  this  controversy,)  not  only  will  the  present  forms  of 
trinitarian  worship  be  abolished,  but  ray  countrymen 
will  then  thank  me  and  my  friends  for  what  we  may 
have  contributed  towards  so  glorious  a  revolution.  Till 
this  be  actually  effected,  you  will  naturally  call  our  at- 
tempts rebellious.  In  the  mean  time,  convince  our  go- 
vernors, if  you  can,  that  the  country  wrllsulTer  in  its 
wealth,  population,  power,  &c.  &c.  by  the  people  be- 
coming unitarians.    , 

Whatever  you  may  insinuate  to  the  contrary,  the 
real  nature  and  full  extent  of  my  views  (which  I  cany 
on  in  obedience  to  a  greater  power  than  any  in  this 
wdrld)  might  easily  be  seen  by  yourself,  especially  ia 
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^  my  late  Observations  on  Freedom  of  Inquiry  in  Mat- 
ters of  Religion.  There  you  might  also  have  seen  that 
the  dreadful  engine^  by  means  of  which  I  hope  to  ac- 
complish my  dangerous  designs,  is  free  discussion  or 
controversy, —  an  obstinate  controversy  —  in  which 
much  rest  J  but  I  hope  no  lives  y  will  be  lost — much 
ink,  but  no  blood,  will  be  spilt ',  and  in  this  I  con- 
sider the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Alban's,  Mr.  White,  Mr. 
Howes,  and  all  my  opponents,  as  my  coadjutors ;  for 
without  such  concurrence  no  controversy  could  be  car- 
ried on.  But  "  the  weapons  of  our  warfare  are  not 
carnal." 

To  yourself,  Sir,  in  particular,  the  world  is  indebted 
for  whatever  there  may  be  of  value  in  my  large  History 
of  early  Opinions  concerning  Christ.  For  without  the 
link  that  you  put  into  the  chain  of  causes  and  effects, 
mechanically  operating  in  my  mind,  the  very  idea  of 
that  work  would  not,  I  believe,  have  occurred  to  me. 
And  I  trust  that  a  fire  still  more  destructive  to  error 
atid  superstition,  and  consequently  to  all  the  ecclesias- 
^tical  establishments  in  the  world,  which  are  built  upon 
and  promote  them,  will  be  raised  by  the  concurrence 
of  your  seasonable  pains  in  blowing  up  the  flame  of 
this  controversy;  which  will  not,  I  trust,  be  extin- 
guished till  its  end  be  effectually  answered. 

Lest  you  should  again  relapse  into  your  criminal  in- 
dolence of  eighteen  months,  consider  that  the  great 
danger  on  which  you.  Sir,  first  sounded  the  alarm 
(and  Mr.  White  has  sounded  the  horn  of  battle  still 
-  louder)  is  now  more  threatening  than  ever.  I  hope 
that  you  and  your  brethren  will  never  drop  the  spirit 
which  breathed  in  your  famous  Charge  to  the  Arch- 
deaconry oiF  St.  Alban's.    Lest  you  should  remit  of 
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your  ardour,  I  shall  here  recite  one  partigraph  from 
it.     . 

**  The  restless  q>irit  of  scepticism  will  suggest  diffi- 
culties in  the  system,  and  create  doubts  about  the  par« 
ticulars  of  the  christian  doctrine :  difficulties  must  be 
removed,  and  doubts  must  be  satisfied.  But  above 
all,  the  scruples  must  be  composed  which  the  refine- 
ments of  a  false  philosophy,  patronized  as  they  are  in 
the  present  age  by  men  no  less  amiable  for  the  general 
purity  of  their  manners,  than  distinguished  by  their 
scientific  attainments,  will  be  too  apt  to  raise  in  the 
minds  of  their  weaker  brethren.  And  this  is  the  ser- 
vice  to  which  they,  whom  the  indulgence  of  Providence 
hath  released  from  the  more  laborious  office  of  the 
priesthood,  stand  peculiarly  engaged.  To  them  thdr 
more  occupied  brethren  have  a  right  to  look  up  m 
these  emergencies  for  support  and  succour  in  the  com. 
mon  cause.  It  is  for  them  to  stand  forth  the  cham- 
pions of  the  common  faith,  and  the  advocates  of  their 
order.  It  is  for  them  to  wipe  off  the  aspersion  inju- 
riously cast  upon  the  sons  of  the  Establishment,  as  un- 
informed in  the  true  grounds  of  the  doctrine  which 
they  teach^  or  insincere  in  the  belief  of  it.  To  this 
duty  they  are  indispensably  obliged  by  their  providen- 
tial exemption  from  work  of  a  harder  kind.  It  is  the 
proper  business  of  the  station  which  is  allotted  them  in 
Christ's  household.  And  deep  will  be  their  shame, 
and  insupportable  their  punishment,  if,  in  the  great  day 
of  reckoning,  it  should  appear  that  they  have  received 
the  wages  of  a  service  which  hath  never  been  per- 
formed." 

If  fir,  you  read  the  above  as  often  as  you  ought  to 
do,  you  will  never  in  this  very  critical  dtnation,  when 
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the  enemy  is  at  every  gate,  and  scaling  every  rampart 
of  your  old  and  ruinous  fortress,  indulge  yourself  in 
your  soft  couch  of  preferment^  but,  together  with  your 
brethren,  exert  yourself  pro  arts  etfocis. 

VII. 

You  say,  that,  "  as  you  consider  this  controversy  as 
resembling  a  state  of  war,  in  which  no  quarter  is  to  be 
given  or  accepted,  you  think  yourself  at  liberty  to  strike 
at  your  enemy  without  remorse^  ki  whatever  quarter 
you  may  perceive  ^n  opening."  This  fell  language 
may  well  make  me  shudder  at  my  situation,  especially 
as  in  my  htge  work^  at  this  very  time  probably  in  your 
cruel  and  remorseless  hands,  there  must  be  many  open- 
ings, and  your  vigilance  in  discovering  them  cannot  be 
doubted.  I  trust,  however,  that  though  you  may  draw 
blood  in  many  places,  you  will  not  be  able  to  reach  any 
vital  part.  Out  of  eighteen  hundred  references,  I  will 
gladly  compound  for  eighteen  being  found  defective, 
v^hen,  of  no  more  than  Jive  in  this  performance  of 
yours,  not  one  proves  to  be  to  your  purpose. 

As  you  have  apprized  me  of  your  resolution  to  strike 
at  me  without  remorse,  wherever  you  can  find  an  open- 
ing, I  may  presume  that  the  parts  at  which  you  have 
sumed  your  remorseless  blows  are  all  that  you  thought 
vulnerable.  But,  Sir,  you  are  not  skilful  in  the  art  of 
tormenting,  and,  like  the  Indian  warrior,  I  will  teach 
you  how  you  might  wound  me  much  more  deeply^ 
.  Your  chief  wish  is  evidently  to  represent  me  as  au 
enemy  to  the  civil  and  ecclesiastical  constitution  of  this 
country.  Now  had  you  been  better  redde  in  my  writ- 
ings (but  they  are  happily  too  voluminous  for  you  to 
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look  through)  you  might  have  found  passages  more  to 
your  purpose  than  any  that  you  have  selected.  You 
have  gone  back  as  far  as  the  year  1 769 ;  but  you  have 
overlooked  the  Sermon  which  I  preached  on  resign- 
ing my  pastoral  office  at  Leeds,  in  1773,  one  para- 
graph from  which  I  shall  insert  for  your  use  on  another 
occasion. 

'*  All  who  are  interested  in  the  support  of  these  anti- 
chiistian  establishments,  which  usurp  an  undue  au- 
thority over  the  consciences  of  men,  and  whose  wealth 
and  power  are  advanced  by  them,  are  at  this  very  time 
in  a  state  of  general  consternation,  both  at  home  and 
abroad ;  seeing  their  principles  and  maxims  universally 
decried^  and  their  unjust  claims  assailed  from  a  great 
variety  of  quarters,  so  that  their  kingdom  is  now  Jiill 
of  darkness^  and  they  are  gnawing  their  tongues  for 
painj  but  without  repenting  of  their  deedsJ*  Rev. 
xvi.  10,  &c.  &c.  &c. 

VIII. 

As  you  talk  of  ^^  culling  the  flowers  of  my  com** 
position,**  I  shall,  in  return,  present  you  with  some  of 
your  own.  If  they  please  so  much  when  separate,  what 
must  be  their  beauty  and  fragrance  when  united ! 

*^  Insufficient  antagonist;  confident  ignorance,  fiery 
resentment,  violent  invective,  and  fierceness  of  wrath; 
incompetency  in  the  subject,  fraudulent  tricky  meant 
to  be  put  upon  the  public,  but  not  on  Dr.  Horsley; 
unfinished  erudition,  shallow  criticism,  weak  argument, 
unjustifiable  art  to  cover  the  weakness  and  supply  the 
want  of  argument;  the  vain  indignant  struggle  of  a 
strong  animal  which  feels  itself  overcome,  the  mere 
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growling  of  the  tiger  in  the  toils ;  a  never  to  be  for- 
gotten attempt  upon  a  passage  in  St.  John's  first 
epistle  * ;  a  professor  of  Greek,  unqualified  to  teach 
the  elements  of  that  language ;  a  false  and  fraudulent 
representation  of  an  argument;  precipitance  in  asser« 
tion,  and  talent  in  accommodating  his  story  to  hia 
opinion}  one  instance  out  of  a  great  number,  of  his 
shameless  intrepidity  in  assertion ;  enraged  heresiarcb; 
prudence  in  not  yet  declaring  his  antipathy  to  the  civil 
as  well  as  ecclesiastical  constitution  of  this  country  ^  de- 
claiming in  his  conventicle  to  enlighten  the  minds  and 
excite  the  zeal  of  the  mechanics  of  the  populous  town 
of  Birmingham;  the  excessive  admiration  in  which  I 
bold  myself;  unjust  claim  to  the  titles  of  a  gqod  chris-* 
tian,  or  good  subject,  &c«  &c*  &c." 

In  connexion  with  this,  let  the  reader  now  see  what 
you  say  in  other  passages :  *'  If  ©n  any  branch  of  chris- 
tian duty  my  conscience  be  at  perfect  ease,  the  precept 
Judge  not  is  that  which  I  trust!  have  not  transgressed;'* 
and,  "  From  my  youth  up,  I  have  been  averse  to  cen- 
sorious judgement/*  Who  then,  Sir,  can  deny  that  an 
excess  of  meekness  and  moderation  forms  the  leading 
feature  in  your  character  ?, 

Having  taken  from  me  every  moral  quality,  all  know-, 
ledge  of  human  nature,  history,  logic,  and  every  thing 
requisite  to  qualify  me  for  the  controversy  in  which 
I  have  had  the  presumption  to  engage,  together  with 

*  Refening  to  a  supposed  attempt  to  impose  upon  my  readeri, 
by  a  false  qaotation  of  the  common  English  version  of  the  Bible. 
A  man  really  capable  of  this  could  only  be  fit  for  Bedlam  or  Ty- 
burn 5  and  yet  Dr.  Horsley,  in  the  very  publication  in  which  he 
advanced  that  charge^  said  my ''  virtues  were  great  and  amiable ;" 
as  evident  a  contradiction  as  the  doctrine  of  transubsiantiaiion  or 
ike  trinity i    But  as  these  have  been  believed,  so  may  the  other. 
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the  vay  elements  of  the  Greek  language,  and  even  of 
Latin,  I  think  myself  happy  that,  having  asserted  your 
own  right  to  all  virtue,  and  all  knowledge,  you  have 
not  yet  expressly  denied  my  ability  to  write  a  little 
tolerably  intelligible  English,  and  I  shall  endeavour  to 
make  the  best  use  that  I  can  of  it,  before  the  fatal  day 
shall  come  when  I  may  be  stripped  of  this  also. 

But,  dropping  this  style,  I  must  on  one  subject  be  a 
Kttle  serious  with  you.  You  say  that  I  have  charged 
you  with  gross  and  wilful  misrepresentation.  This  I 
deny ;  and  if  I  have  inadvertently  said  any  thing  that 
implies  as  much,  I  shall  publicly  ask  your  pardon.  I 
must,  therefore,  insist  upon  your  making  good  this  accu- 
sation. You  repeatedly  charge  me  with  wilful  misrepre- 
sentation; but  I  doubt  not  you  really  believe  me  to  be 
that  fraudulent  and  base  character,  which  alone  is  ca- 
pable of  such  conduct,  and  therefore  you  say  no  worse 
of  me  than  you  really  believe.  I  do  not  think  so  ill  (^ 
you,  and  therefore  I  do  not  use  that  language  in  speak- 
ing of  you.  I  have,  indeed,  called  you  a  falsifier  of 
history,  because  you  have  added,  and  (as  you  now  ac« 
knowledge )  knew  that  you  added,  to  the  accounts  <^ 
ancient  historians.  But  then  you  really  believed  that 
the  transactions  passed  as  you  related  them,  and  that 
the  particulars  which  you  added  had  been  omitted  by 
the  early  writers.  This  is  far  short  of  a  toilful  lie. 
After  what  I  had  written  on  this  subject,  in  my  eigh- 
teenth letter  to  you,  I  am  surprised  that  you  should 
write  as  you  do  now.  How  differ^t  must  be  your 
feelings  from  mine! 

The  conclusion  of  your  remsffks,  which  is  so  litde 
of  a  piece  with  the  body  of  the  work  that  it  puts  me 
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in  mind  of  the  introduction  to  Horace's  Art  of  Poetry  *, 
is  something  extraordinary,  and  indeed  shocking. 
After  ascribing  to  me  the  worst  designs,  and  the  worst 
passions,  that  can  occupy  the  head  or  heart  of  man, 
and  for  once  intimating  the  possibility  of  something 
wrong  lurking  unperceived  in  your  own  bosom,  speak- 
ing of  the  awful  solemnities  of  the  last  day,  you  ex- 
press a  desire  that  "  whatever  of  intemperate  wrath, 
and  carnal  anger,  has  mixed  itself  on  either  side  with 
the  zeal  with  which  we  have  pursued  our  fierce  con- 
tention, may  then  be  forgiven  to  us  both  ;  a  prayer,*' 
you  say,  "  which  you  breathe  from  the  bottom  of  your 
soul,''  and  to  which  you  add,  that  if  /  have  any  part 
in  the  spirit  of  a  christian,  I  shall,  on  my  bended  knees, 
say.  Amen. 

'  Which  of  us  has  been  actuated  by  the  bad  spirit 
which  you  describe,  our  readers  will  infer,  not  from 
the  declaradons  of  either  of  us,  but  from  our  general 
temper,  conduct,  and  manner  of  writing.  If  /  be  the 
man  you  describe,  I  can  have  no  hope  of  forgiveness 
at  the  awful  period  to  which  you  refer,  unless  I  repent 
and  reform  now.  If,  contrary  to  the  solemn  declara- 
tion of  your  perfect  innocence;  quoted  above,  you  had, 
when  you  wrote  this  conclusion^  a  latent  suspicion  that 
all  had  not  been  right  on  your  side,  you  certainly.  Sir, 
ought  to  have  paused,  have  carefully  revised  what  you 
had  written,  and  have  expunged  what  you  could  not 
approve.     Boasdng  of  more  Christianity  than  you  will 

*  Humano  capiti  cervicem  pictor  equlnam 
JuDgere  si  velit^  et  varies  inducere  plumas 
Undique  collatis  membris,  ut  turpiter  atrum 
Desinat  in  pi  seem  mulier  fi)rmosa  saperne  i 
Sptetatnm  admissi  risum  teneatis,  amid  ? 
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allow  to  me,  you  ought  to  teach  me,  by  your  example, 

what  it  is  that  our  religion  reqidres  in  these  cases,  and 

not  give  any  occasion  to  an  unauthorized  teacher  in  a 

conTenticle  to  instruct  an  Archdeacon  of  the  church 

of  England  in  one  of  the  first  lessons  in  the  christian 

school. 

I  am,  Rev.  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  Servant, 

J.  PRIESTLEY. 


I^*i 
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Facta  minis  quantum  distent.  Ovid. 

HsBC  qui  sacrilegis  ausit  convellere  verbis 
Schismaticus  sit,  et  haereticus ;     ■ 
— — — — -  et  in  mentem  quicquid  tibi  splendida  bilis 
Suggeret,    Hue  omnes  tonitrus,  hue  fulgura  lingux 
Congere,  proque  focis  hie  depugnetur  et  aris. 

■ Animi  non  mores  eiuit  atros 

Vestis  Hyperboreas  superans  eandore  pruinas. 

BUCBANANI  FrANCISCANUS. 


PREFACE. 


XjLaving  undertaken  the  defence  of  the  Unitarian 
doctrine,  or  rather  of  this  one  position,  that  unita- 
rianisoi  was  the  faith  of  the  primitive  church ;  but  not 
being  willing  to  trouble  the  Public  unnecessarily  on  the 
subject,  I  proposed  to  make  one  annual  reply  to  such 
publications  of  my  opponents  as  should  make  their  ap- 
pearance in  the  course  of  each  year.  '  This  I  did  for  the 
years  1 786  and  1 737 ;  but  nothing  of  any  consequence 
having  been  produced  in  the  year  1788, 1  had  no  occa- 
sion to  write  at  all*  The  ca^  has  been  something  dif- 
ferent this  year.  For  though  it  will  sufficiently  appear 
that  the  advocates  for  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  have 
published  nothing  that  is  in  the  least  degree  formidable, 
enough  has  been  done  to  give  me  an  opportunity  of 
showing  how  little  the  cause  of  unitarianism  has  to 
fear  from  any  thing  that  the  keenest  eyes  of  its  adver- 
saries can  discover  to  its  prejudice. 

If  any  man  was  ever  interested  in  the  support  of  any 
cause,  it  is  the  present  Bishop  of  St.  David's  in  that  of 
trinitarianism ;  and  yet  I  think  there  is  hardly  an  ex- 
ample in  the  whole  history  of  controversy,  of  any  man 
having  made  so  poor  a  figure  as  he  has  done  in  this. 
Sparing  nothing  that  the  force  of  language  could  supply 
to  bear  down  his  adversary,  (with  what  temper  others 
will  judge,)  I  appeal  to  the  impartial  reader  whether 
all  his  arguments  have  not  only  been  totally  without 
weight,  but  in  general  destitute  even  of  plamibilitif. 

Professing  to  prove  my  incompetency  in  the  subject. 
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he  has  given  most  abundant  proofs  of  his  own,  and 
even  of  his  deficiency  in  the  learned  languages.    He 
has  shrunk  from  the  defence  of  most  of  the  articles 
which  he  undertook  to  discuss,  and  has  totally  bM 
in  the  few  that  he  did  select,  especially  with  respect  to 
his  church  of  orthodox  Jewish  christians  at  Jenisalem 
after  the  time  of  Adrian,  and  the  want  of  veracity  m 
Origen,  who  appeared  by  his  writings  to  know  of  no 
such  church.     Even  these  mistakes  were  borrowed 
from  Mosheim  j  so  that,  in  all  probability,  iie  was, 
before  the  commencement  of  this  controversy,  en- 
tirely unacquamted  with  all  those  original  writers  with 
which  he  ought  to  have  been  particularly  conversant. 
This,  indeed,  is  most  evident  both  with  respect  to 
himself  atid  his  late  ally  Mr.  Badcock,  from  the  nnanner 
in  which  they  took  up  my  quotation  from  Athanasius. 
It  is  clear  that  the  very  idea  of  the  apostles'  not  choos- 
ing openly  to  teach  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  because 
it  would  give  office  to  their  hearers,  was  absolutely 
new  to  them ;  though  I  have  shown  it  to  have  been 
the  opinion  of  all  the  cliristian  fathers  without  excep- 
tion, who  mention  the  subject ;  so  that  my  construc- 
tion of  this  passage  of  Athanasius  is  abundantly  con- 
firmed by  all  the  writers  who  either  preceded  or  fol- 
lowed him  J  to  say  nothing  of  such  men  as  Beausobre 
and  Dr.  Lardner  having  understood  it  exactly  as  I  did, 
and  of  my  antagonists  being  unable  to  produce  the 
opinion  of  any  writer  whatever  in  favour  of  theirs. 
To  call  my  conduct  in  this  business,  as  they  scrupled 
not  to  do,  z  fraud  and  an  imposition,  discovers,  I. will 
ngt  say  their  own  readiness  to  take  such  an  unfiair  ad- 
vantage themselves,  (for  I  hope  that  no  man  is  apable 
of  such  complicated  folly  and  wickedness  as  in  more 


PREFACK.  399 

cases  than  one  they  have  ascribed  to  me,)  but  such 
gross  ignorance  on  the  subject  as  is  barely  credible 
with  respect  to  men  who  voluntarily  undertook  to  cri- 
ticize another. 

On  this  subject  ( mth  respect  to  which  I  am  willing 
to  appeal  to  the  most  prejudiced  of  my  readers,  and 
which,  when  it  is  well  considered,  will  appear  to  be, 
in  fact^  decisive  in  favour  of  the  Unitarian  doctrine 
having  been  taught  by  the  apostles)  the  Bishop  of  1^. 
David's,  in  both  his  last  publications,  has  been  *  abso- 
lutely silent ;  and  I  am  persuaded  he  will  continue  to 
be  so. 

Mr.  Badcock  charging  me  with  a  wilful  perversion 
of  the  passage  in  Justin  Martyr,  in  which  he  is  aim 
countenanced  by  Bishop  Horsley,  is  another  instance 
of  a  premature  triumph  of  the  same  kind ;  discovering 
both  their  ignorance  of  the  subject  of  this  controversy, 
and  of  a  very  common  idiom,  of  the  Greek  language. 
This  charge  I  will  also  venture  to  say  the  Bishop  of  St. 
David's  will  not  repeat. 

.  I  cannot  help  congratulating  the  friends  of  free  in- 
quiry on  the  attention  that  is  given  to  the  subject  of 
this  controversy,  and  the  happy  effects  of  this  attention, 
indifferent,  ^  or  distasteful,  as  it  is  to  many.  Though 
the  superior  orders  of  the  clergy  do  not^  for  reasons 
that  may  easily  be  conceived,  engage  in  the  public  di^^ 
cussiouj  it  is  frequently  the  subject  of  their  charges  to 
the  clergy,  of  which  that  of  the  Bishop  of  Peterborough, 
noticed  page  1 68,  is  one  instance.  But  another  proof 
of  a  singularly  curious  nature  appears  in  a  bill  that  was 
to  have  been  brought  into  the  House  of  Commons  in 
favour  of  the  Catholics  the  last  session  of  parliament. 
Foar  among  the  provisos  in  this  bill, .  the  seventh  in 
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number  is  the  following,  which  I  give  verbatim  from 
a  printed  copy  put  into  my  hands : 

"  Proviso,  that  the  act  shall  not  extend 

To  PERSONS  writing  AGAINST  THE  TRINITY." 

This  bill  was  not  actually  brought  into  parliament; 
but  it  had  been  settled  with  the  minister,  and  the  se- 
veral articles  of  it  had  undergone  much  discussion. 
That  this  proviso  was  not  inserted  by  the  Catholics  is 
very  evident ,  nor  could  it  have  any  meaning  with  re- 
spect to  them ;  since  they  can  no  more  be  suspected  of 
a  disposition  to  write  against  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity y 
than  against  that  of  transubstaniiation^  both  of  them 
being  equally  fundamental  articles  of  their  creed.  The 
real  aspect  of  this  clause,  therefore,  must  be  towards 
some  persons  who  are  known  to  disbelieve  that  doc- 
trine, and  who  mat/  be  suspected  of  an  intention  to 
write  against  it ;  and  the  intimation  it  conveys  is,  that 
no  favour  is  to  be  shown  by  government  to  such  per- 
sons. But  what  is  sufficient  to  my  purpose  is,  that  it 
shows,  in  the  strongest  light,  the  extreme  apprehen- 
sions of  some  persons  in  power  (no  doubt  either  bishops, 
or  statesmen  influenced  by  bishops)  on  the  subject  of 
this  controversy. 

As  to  the  indmation,  given  in  so  awkward  and  round- 
about a  manner,  that  no  favour  will  be  shown  by  the 
present  government  to  those  who,  Kke  myself,  write 
against  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity^  it  is  sufficient  to  in- 
form them,  of  what  they  might  have  discovered  them- 
selves, that  our  silence  is  not  to  be  procured  by  such 
means.  If  we  be  silenced  at  all,  it  must  be  by  argu-^ 
mentj  not  by  such  implied  threats.  Let  ministers  of 
state  direct  the  bishops  to  defend  their  cause  by  writings 
and  let  not  bishops  so  evidently  betray  their  want  of 
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<:on^dence  in  argument,  as  to  engage  the  ministry  to 
eppose  us  by  laws.  Though  both  the  methods  will 
be  tnefiectual,  there  will  be  greater  propriety  in  the 
former  than  in  the  latter. 

This  controversy  having  continued  several  years,  and 
so  much  attention  having  been  given  to  it,  that  there 
can  be  no  doubt  but  that  those  who  are  most  interested 
inthe  defence  of  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  must  have 
produced  all  that  they  could  allege  in  it£i  favour,  bpth 
the  parties  may  now  be  ^supposed  to  be  come  to  an 
issue;  so  that  we  may  leave  the  decision  to  our  proper 
judges,  the  learned  Public.  As  to  myself,  I  do  not 
wish  to  tire  my  readers  with  a  repetition  of  the  same 
answers  to  the  same  arguments;  and  Tarn  as  little 
ambitious  of  having  the  last  wordj  for  the  sake  of  its 
being  so,  as  the  Bishop  of  St.  David's ;  and  it  must 
be  something  more  speciom,  at  leasts  than  any  thing 
that  I  have  yet  seen  from  him,  or  any  other  of  mj 
antagonists,  that  will  convince  me  of  the  propriety  of 
writing  any  more  of  these  Defences.  At  a  proper  time 
I  shall  probably,  in  imitation  of  my  antagonist,  reprint 
all  my  Tracts  in  this  controversy,  and  then  I  shall  have 
an  opportunity  of  noticing  any  thing  that  I  may  think 
deserving  of  it.  My  backwardness  to  write,  when  I 
have  been  properly  called  upon,  has  not  yet  been  com- 
plained of. 

I  had  prc^osed  to  conclude  this  controversy  with  a 
Serious  Address  to  the  Bench  of  Bishops,  and  to  the 
Legislature  of  this  Country.  But  I  do  not  know  that 
it  will  be  necessary ;  as  nothing  I  could  say  would  be 
materially  different  from  what  I  have  already,  and  re- 
peatedly, advanced  on  several  other  occasions.  In  this» 
however,  I  shall  be  determined  by  the  circumstances 
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in  ;(vhich  I  may  hereafter  find  myself.  I '  particularly 
recommend  an  attention  to  what  I  have  briefly  urged 
in  the  conclusion  X)f  my  History  of  the  Corruptions  of 
Christianity,  my  History  of  early  Opinions  concemipg 
Christ,  and  my  Letter  to  Mr.  Pitt. 


E%fl/Joy  h  ju-oi  sariy 


HOMBRI  OdTH* 


B|RMIKG|IAM« 

January  l,  1790. 


LETTERS 


TO  THE 


LORD  BISHOP  OF  ST.  DAVID'S. 


LETTER   1. 


Of  Jiis  Lordship^s  avowed  Object  to  depreiiale  his 

Antagonist. 
My  Lord^ 

After  waiting,  I  believe,  nearly  twice  eighteen 
months,  the  interval  between  your  two  preceding  pub- 
licationis  in  this  controversy,  I  am  happy  to  see  you 
make  your  appearance  in  it  once  more.  Your  Lord- 
ship's greatest  admirers  have  not  wished  for  this  event 
8o  ardently  as  myself  and  my  unitarian  friends ;  be- 
cause we  consider  your  publications  in  this  controversy 
^  contributing  in  ah  eminent  manner  to  the  propaga- 
tion of  "that  great  truth  for  which  we  think  it  glorious 
to  contend,  and  which  you  oppose.  The  feet  un- 
questionably is,  that,  since  the  commencement  of  this 
controversy,  the  progress  of  unitarianism  has  been 
raiptd5  compared  to  what  it  ever  was  before;  and 
more  within  the  church  of  England  than  among  the 
Dissenters,  though  among  them  the  number  of  con- 
verts has  been  considerable. 

Truth  will  never  fail  to  recommend  and  establish^ 
itself,  notwithstanding,  and  even  by  means  o^  all 
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opposition;  hut  your  Lordships  s  mode  of  oppoang  it 
is  so  singularly  efEcadous  in  promoting  it,  that  of  all 
my  antagonists  I  have  always  had  the  greatest  satisfac- 
tion in  replying  to  you.  Besides,  slow  as  your  motions 
are,  (owing  to  the  natural  indolence  of  which  you  com- 
plain,) your  Lordship  seems  to  be  the  most  alert  of  all 
the  members  of  your  church  who  are  engaged  on  the 
same  side  of  the  question  with  you*  Mr.  Howes, 
whose  expedition  was  the  greatest  at  one  time,  has,  I 
fear,  wholly  declined  the  contest  j  and  Dr.  Home's 
great  work^  so  long  promised,  and  so  eagerly  expect- 
ed, I  now  almost  despair  of  ever  seeing.  As  to  Dr. 
White,  he  seemed  to  promise,  or  rather  threaten^ 
much;  buj:,  alas!  he  has  performed  nothing  at  all. 
He  may  want  the  aid  of  my  quondam  admirer,  Mr. 
Badcock. 

On  the  whole,  had  1  been  permitted  to  choose  my 
own  antagonist,  by  exposing  of  whose  arguments  and 
manner  of  conducting  the  controversy  I  might  avafl 
myself  the  most,  I  should  certainly  have  made  ch<Mce 
of  your  Lordship.  .  After  seeing  your  first  set  of  Let- 
ters to  me,  I  said  to  several  of  my  friends,  that  if  I 
could  have  dictated  the  whole  of  your  performanoe 
myself,  it  should  have  been  just  what  I  found  ir  to  be; 
your  arguments  were  so  extremely  futile,  and  your 
manner  of  urging  them  giving  me  even  more  advan- 
tage than  I  wanted  or  wished  for. 

The  principle  of  your  Lordship's  attack  tipon  me, 
and  the  object  of  it,  avowed  in  your  first  publication, 
and  repeated  in  the  preface  of  this,  is  indeed  most  ab- 
surd. "It  seemed,"  you  say,  *'  that  the  most  efiec« 
tual  preservative  against  the  intended  mischief  would 
be  tot  destroy  the  writer's  credit,  and  the  authority  of 
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his  name ;  ^hich  the  fame  of  certain  lucky  discoveries 

in  the  prosecution  of  physical  experiments  bad  set  high 

in  popular  esteem,  by  proof  of  his  incompetency  in 

every  branch  of  literature  connected  with  bis  present 

subject.-r-For  this  declared  purpose  a  review  of  the 

imperfections  of  his  work  in  the  first  part,  relating  to 

'       our  Lord's  divinity,  was  made  the  subject  of  a  Charge 

I       delivered    to  the  Clergy  of  the  Archdeaconry  of  St. 

I       Alban's/' 

I  This  curious  plan  of  your  Lordship's  to  destroy  my 

reputation  will  probably  bring  to  the  minds  of  many  of 

our  readers  the  story  of  Croesus.     When  he  formed 

I       the  design  of  making  war  upon  Cyrus,  he  sent  to  con- 

r       suit  the  oracle  of  Apollo  at  Delphi ;  and  the  answer 

he  received  was,  that,  if  he  engaged  in  that  war,  he 

would  overturn  a  great  empire.     He  did  so,  and  an 

I       empire  was  overturned ;  but  that  empire  was  his  own. 

\       This,  my  Lord,  would  apply  to  your  Lordship,  if  that 

could  be  said  to  be  overturned  which  was  never  esta-* 

\        blishecL 

'   Had  your  Lordship  reflected  ever  so  little  on  the 

history  of  literature,  you  must  have  perceived  that  no 

I        such  plan  as  this  ever  has  succeeded,  nor  is  it  possible  in 

I        the  nature  of  things  that  it  ever  should*    No  work  of 

I         mauj  especially  one  of  a  historical  kind,  and  of  any 

I        cfonsiderable  extent,  ever  was  free  from  imperfections ; 

and  therefore,  upon  your  principle,  the  credit  of  ho 

historical  work  whatever  could  stand ;  and  yet  there 

are  many  works  of  this  kind  in  the  highest  reputation, 

with  far  more  acknowledged  imperfections  than  you 

have  pretended  to  discover  in  mine ;  not  to  say  that 

you  have  been  completely  foiled  in  all  your  attempts 

to  discover  any  error  of  the  least  consequence  to  my 
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main  argument.  Would  it  destroy  the  credit  of  the 
late  Dr.  Johnson  with  respect  to  his  knowledge  of  the 
English  language,  to  point  out  faults  in  his  siyky  of 
which  many  might  be  found  ?  Was  Newton  no  philo- 
aopher  because  he  made  a  mistake  in  one  of  his  expe* 
riments ;  or  no  mathematician,  because  he  is  said  to 
have  committed  an  error  in  one  of  the  demonstrations 
of  his  Principia  ? 

No  writer  perhaps,  except  yourself,  evpr  made  greater 
mistakes  in  ecclesiastical  history  than  Mr.  Whiston; 
yet  no  person  who  is  acquainted  with  them  will  say 
that  his  writings  of  this  class  are  of  no  use.  The  real 
value  of  every  work  comes  in  time  to.be  justly  appre- 
tiated.  Allowance  is  made  for  errors  and  imperfec- 
tions, and  due  credit  is  given  to  every  man  and  to 
every  production  for  what  is  just,  and  will  bear  exs^ 
mination.  This  is  all  that  I  desire,  and  I  am  confident 
that  I  shall  not  be  disappointed.  As  to  all  premature 
attempts  to  decry  any  partkular  work,  or  any  particular 
man,  such  as  your  Lordship's  and  those  of  your  a/to> 
as  you  call  them,  with  respect  to  wze,  they  always  ope- 
rate in  favour  of  what  is  thus  attempted  to  be  cried 
down.  Because  no  person  will  take  the  trouble  to 
give  an  alarm  where  he  apprehends  no  danger. 

After  the  contemptuous  manner  in  tihich  your 
Lordship  affects  upon  all  occasions  to  treat  me,  bodi 
with  reject  to  knowledge  and  integrziyy  you  nMJ 
easily  perceive  that  it  has  no  eflfect  in  inspiring  othcrSi 
with  the  same  sentiments.  It  is  not  even  believed  that 
you  really  entertain  them  yourself.  You  make  tne 
destitute  of  the  very  rudiments  of  the  Latin  and  Gre». 
languages,  and  altogether  unacquainted  with  the  writers 
of  christian  aixtiquity.    You  pretend  that  I  purpc^ly^ 
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misquoted  the  common  English  translation  of  th6 
ffible  in  order  to  impose  upon  my  readers.  You  nox^ 
say  in  a  peculiar  solemn  manner  that  yOu'  would  not 
take  my  evidence  upon  oath,  and  perpetually  repre- 
saA  me  as  acting  from  the  worst  principles  that  ^aH 
actuate  a  writer  or  a  man.  But  all  persons  for  whose 
good  opinion  I  have  the  least  regard,  really  consider  all 
this,  if  it  be  not  affsctatton^  as  a  kind  of  insanity  \  and 
we  cannot  help  thinking  that'  your  mind  is  affected  ia 
the  same  manner  as  that  of  the  knight  of  La  Mancha, 
who  mistook  a  wiildmill  for  a  giant,  and  a  flock  of 
sheep  for  an  army.  Your  Lordship's  peculiarly  haughty 
and  indignant  phraseology  only  serves  to  amus^  youif 
readers  by  the  singular  curiosity  of  it.  ^ 

The  manner  in  which  your  Lordship  affects  to  speak 
of  my  History  of  early  Opinions  concerning  Christ 
cannot  mortify  any  writer.     I  §hall  quote  it  for  the  'en- 
tertaihment  of  my  readers.  ^'  The  author  is  well  aware 
that  Dr.  Priestley  will  charge  him  with  one  capital  omisw 
sion ;  that  he  hath  taken  no  notice  of  any  thing  that 
may  be  contained  relating  to  the  various  points  of  this 
controversy,  in  Dr.  Prifstley's  History  of  early  .Opi- 
nions concerning  Christ ;  that  large  work  in  four  vo- 
lumes, the  result  of  a  whole  two  years*  study  of  the 
writers  of  antiquity,  which,  as  it  hath  been  published 
since  Dn  Priestley's  last  Letters,  may  be  supposed  to 
contain  better  arguments,  or  at  least  his  old  arguments 
ih-a  better  form.     The  only  apology  to  be  made  is  a 
simple  declaration  of  the  truth.     Not  conceiving  him- 
self obliged  to  engage  in  the.  insipid  task  of  reading  so 
long  a  book  without  better  hope  of  information  from 
it  than  his  past  experience  of  the  writer's  knowledge 
in  the  subject  gives.  Dr.  Priestley's  adversary  is  as  ig- 
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norant  of  the  contents  of  that  work  a$  he  could  hm 
been  had  it  never  been  published.  It  is  reported,  ia- 
deed,  that  the  work^  whatever  may  be  its  merits^  ha&a 

'  very  slow  sale.  Of  consequence  it  has  found  but  few 
readers.  The  antagonist  of  Dr.  Priestley,  were  he 
better  acquainted  with  its  contents,  would  sdll  disdain 
to  do  the  office  of  midwife  for  this  laborious  birth. 
He  would  not,  by  an  unnecessary  and  unseascwable 
opposition  to  neglected  arguments,  be  the  instrument 
of  drawing  four  volume?,  fraught,  as  the  very  title 
imports,  with  pernicious  heretical  theology,  from  the 
obscurity  in  which  they  may  innocently  rot  in  the 
printer's  warehouse."    Preface. 

Now,  my  Lord,  i  am  confident  that  my  expectation 
of  yowr  producing  any  thing  new  and  valuable  on  the 
subject  of  my  History,  is  in  Reality  less  than  yours  con- 
cerning me ;  and  yet  had  you,  in  the  course  of  this  con- 
troversy, produced  a  work  of  the  same  extent,  on  the 
same  subject^  more  engaged  as  I  am  in  business  of  vari- 
ous kinds  than  I  can  suppose  so  indolent  a  man  as  your 
Lordship  to  be^  I  should  have  bad  the  curiosity  at  least 
to  look  into  it.  I  therefore  cannot  help  suspecting,  with 
many  others,  that  there  is  another  reason  for  your  not 

,  reading  my  work,  (if  what  you  say  of  it  be  literally 
true,)  and  a  reason  that  is  not  at  all  to  its  disadvantage. 
Slow  as  the  sale  of  so  lafge  a  work  on  such  a  subject 
must  be  expected  to  be,  it  produces  its  effect,  and  will 
do  so  still  more  the  more  it  is  considered}  and  of  this,! 
doubt  not,  you  yourself  have  some  secret  suspicion;  and 
that  if  your  Lordship  thought  that  your  ccnsidering.vA 
answering  it  would  have  done  more  than  your  siUnfi^ 
indolent  as  you  are,  you  would  have  been  roused  to  a 
little  more  exertion.    But  where  there  is  no  hope  d 
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success  there  can  be  no  motive  to  action.  At  present 
your  Lordship's  conduct  may  be  compared  to  that  of  a 
general  who  should  say  to  his  antagonist,  ^*  Sir,  I  shall 
return  the  fire  of  your  small  arms;  but  as  to  your  cari'^ 
norij  I  shall  not  trouble  myself  about  them/*  But  you, 
my  Lord, .  have  so  ill  returned  the  fire  oi  the  small 
arms,  that  I  do  not  wonder  at  your  willingness  to  turn 
away  from  artillery  of  a  large  size. 

As  if  you  could  not  depretiate  your  antagonist  too 
much,  which,  however,  lessens  the  importance  of  your 
victory  over  him,  you  now  speak  of  my  philosophical 
discoveries  ( which  on  a  former  occasion  you  thought 
proper  to  mention  with  some  respect)  as  merely  luchtf 
ones.  On  this  subject  I  shall  not  make  any  defence ; 
ioY  fortunate  J  no  doubt,  I  have  been,  as  I  have  always 
readily  confessed.  But  every  philosopher  knows  that 
a  series  of  success  of  twenty  years  continuance  could 
not  be  ^hoWy  fortuitous ;  and  some  praise  is  always 
djue  to  activity  in  any  useful  pursuit. 

If  I  were  disposed  to  imitate  your  Lordship's  con- 
temptuous treatment  of  me,  (which,  however,  I  flatter 
myself  is  only  aflfected,)  I  might  inquire  concerning 
your  discoveries,  the  effect  of  luck  or  otherwise,  and  I 
do  not  know  where  to  look  for  information  concernmg 
them. 

Of  your  Commentary  on  the  works  of  Newton, 
undertaken,  as. you  say,  *'  Societatis  Regice  Londi- 
nensis  adhortatione^  et  summo  Optimatum  atque  Lite* 
ratorum  totius  jinglice  favore ;^^  from  which  the  world 
was  led  to  expect  a  work  that  would  do  credit  not  only 
to  yourself,  but  to  the  nation  which  had  produced  the 
original,  I  know  as  little  as  you  do  of  my  History  of 
early  Opinions  concerning  Christ,  and  therefore  I  can 
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say  nothing  of  my  own  knowledge ;  but  mathemad* 
dans  of  my  acquaintance  do  not  say  that  it  does  much 
credit  to  either,  and  that  your  Notes  illustrate  no  real 
difficulty*      ' 

The  depth  of  your '  Lordship's  knowledge  on  the 
subject  of  this  controversy  has  been  sufficiently  ex- 
plored; and  what  you  have  published  in  the  form  of 
Sermons*,  though  at  the  request  of  grave  bishops^  on 
other  subjects  of  theology,  are  truly  curiosities  of  the 
kind,  and  have  contributed  to  the  amusement  of  sudi 
of  my  friends  as  have  had  time  to  spare  for  the  perusal 
of  them.  But  as  I  hope  the  Public  will  not  be  influ- 
enced  by  your  mere  opinion  concerning  me  or  my 
writings^  so  neither  do  I  desire  that  ^  they  should  be 
influenced  by  mine  concerning  you  or  yours.  Our 
arguments  are  before  them,  and  I  desire  nothing  more 
than  a  candid  attention  to  them. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER  IL 
Of  the  Charge  of  Want  ^  Candour  in  Dr.  Priestley. 
My  Lord, 

Jl  ROF^ssiNG,  as  you  somewhere  do^  to  *'  strike  at 
your  adversary  without  remorse,"  (and,  as  I  may  add, 
without  judgement  or  discretion,)  and  perhaps  per- 

*  One  of  these^  viz.  an  Ordination  Sermoo,  has  been  welitoi- 
tnadverted  upon  by  Mr.  Wakefield,  and  another  by  the  anonymoui 
author  of  A  Letter  to  his  Lordship,  occasioned  by  his  SermoD  oi 
the  Prindple  of  Vitality  in  Man. 


V 


cemag  by  the- impression  whicli  your,  writings  have 
made  upon  others,  that  you  had  indulged  your  pride 
and  reseotment  rather  more  than  b.ecame  a  chr^ian» 
or  more  than  answered  your  purpose,  yoa  seemed 
willing  at  least  to  bring  me  in  as  a  sharer  in  your  guUt, 
and  charged  me  with  "  dividing  the  clergy  in^o  two 
classes,  the  ignorant  and  the  inshicere,**  In  answer  to 
this  charge,  I  said  that  I  could  not  pretend  to  recollect 
aU  that  I  had  written,  but  that  I  was  confident  I  niever 
meant  to  say  what  you  ascribed  to  me ;  that  I  bad  fre^ 
quemly  declared  the  very  contrary  in  the  very  frankest 
manner ;  and  that  if  I  had  advanced  any  thing  which 
by  a  fair  construction  should  amount  to  the  charge,  I 
retracted  it,  and  asked  pardon.  In  a  generous  min4 
this  kind  of  reply  would  have  excited  some  generous 
sentiment ;  but  it  is  to  mistake  the  soil  to.  expect  anjr 
such  produce  from  your  Lordship. 

After  being  frequently,  called  upon  to  cite  the  passage 
on  which  your  charge  was  founded,  you  now  produce 
one  in  which  I  speak  of  irinitarians  in  general  (but 
without  any  particular  view  to  the  clergy^  many  of 
whom  are  not  trinitarians )  as  perscms  who,  "  if  they 
were  ingenuous,  would  rank  with  Socinians,  believing 
that  there  is  no  proper  divinity  in  Christ  besides  that 
of  the  Father,  or  else  with  tritheists,  holding  three 
equal  and  distinct  Gods."  You  also  quote  two  other 
passages,  in  one  of  which  I  speak  of  some  persons  as 
writing  so  weakly  in  defence  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity,  that  it  is  barely  possible  that  they  should  be  ja 
earnest ;  and  another  in  which  I  suppose  that  some  de- 
fenders of  the  established  religion  are  insincere.  But 
who  will  say  that  the  whole  of  any  class  of  men,  de-^ 
fenders  of  an  establishment  or  not,  are  sincere  ?    Must 
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complaisance  require  us  to  say  that  there  are  no  bad 
men  in  the  world,  or  that  any  particular  class  of  men 
is  free  from  them,  when  truth  requires  the  contrary, 
and  candour  allows  that  there  are  many  who  are 
good? 

If  what  I  have  said  with  respect  to  ingenuousness 
had  been  interpreted  by  the  general  strain  of  my  writ- 
ings, the  controvert!  ones  not  excepted,  it  would  have 
been  ascribed  to  what  I  have  more  than  once  said  of 
that  secret  influence  of  motives^  of  which  the  agent 
himself  is  not  distinctly  apprized,  and  what  only  a  ri- 
gorous examination  of  himself,  and  a  comparison  of 
his  conduct  with  that  of  other  men,  can  enable  him  to 
discover.  In  this  sense  many  worthy  persons  are  far 
from  being  those  ingenuous  and  impartial  inquirers 
after  truth  that  they  take  themselves  to  be,  not  per- 
ceiving the  real  source  or  tendency  of  their  principles. 

As  this  is  a  subject  to  which  I  wish  that  more  atten- 
tion were  given,  I  shall  take  the  liberty  to  make  a 
pretty  large  quotation  from  what  I  advanced  concern- 
ing it  in  the  very  first  of  i^y  controversial  tracts,  viz. 
Considerations  on  Differences  of  Opinion  among  Chris- 
tians, addressed  to  Mr.  Venn ;  and  I  do  it  the  rather,  as 
that  pamphlet  has  now  been  long  out  of  print,  and, 
having  fully  answered  its  purpose,  will  hardly  ever  be 
reprinted.     A  small  part  of  it  was  quoted  before. 

**  Very  few  of  the  actions  of  men,"  p.  41,  "  have, 
I  believe,  one  simple  cause.  We  are  generally  influ- 
enced by  a  variety  of  motives  in  whatever  we  do.  It 
therefore  behoves  us  the  more  carefully  to  distinguish 
the  influences  to  which  we  are  subject,  and  under 
which  we  really  act." 

"  When  persons  expressly  avow  the  motives  of  their 
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c6nduct,  not  to  acquiesce  in  their  declarations  has  the 
appearance  of  questioning  their  veracity,  because  it  is 
taken  for  granted  that  every  man  must  know  the  prin- 
ciples of  his  own  conduct.     But  the  human  mind  is 
8o  complex  a  thing,  that  there  is  great  room  for  self* 
deception,  especially  in  cases  where  the  passions  and 
aflFections  are  strong,  and  when  they  occasion  similar 
emotions  as  well  as  produce  similar  effects.     In  this 
case  a  by-stander  may  be  a  better  judge  than  a  man's 
self.     A  zeal  for  our  opinions,  and  a  zeal  for  our 
party,  on  the  advancement  of  which  our  own  personal 
reputation  and  influence  depend,  are  necessarily  con- 
nected,  and  reciprocally  promote  one  another.    For 
the  same  r^ison,  a  dislike  of  opinions  has  an  affinity 
.with  the  dislike  of  those  who  hold  them,  as  men  who 
are  embarked  in  an  interest  opposite  to  ours,  and  whose 
credit  and  authority  obstruct  our  own;  and  all  the 
emotions  of  mind  that  are  excited  by  the  same  object, 
how  different  soever'they  be  originally,  by  frequent  as- 
sociadoh  miic  together,  so  that  the  parts  of  that  com- 
plex  feeling  which  results  from  their  union  are  no 
longer  disdnguishable*    When  two  persons  who  have 
had  frequent  intercourse^  haw  been  a  long  time  at  va- 
riance, and  the  subjects  of  their  contention  have  been 
numerous,  can  either  of  them  analyse  the  sudden  emo- 
ticm  they  will  feel  in  an  unexpected  meedng  ? 
,    '^  We  often  begin  to  act  from  one  modve,  but,  as 
we  proceed,  we  come  insensibly  within  the  influence 
of  others ;  so  that  in  some  cases  the  kabit  shall  con- 
tinue, though  the  original  motive  should  cease  to  have 
^y  influence  at  all ;  and  yet  it  may  be  impossible  to 
.  say  in  what  part  of  this  progress  the  influence  of  one 
modve  ceased,  and  that  of  another  began ;  the  change 
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ef  principle  and  character  having  been  insensible,  and 
altogether  imperceptible. 

*'  The  application  of  this  doctrine  may  be  made  both 
by  those  who  are  proroked  at  others  for  holding  opi. 
nioRs  which  they  think  damnable,  and  by  those  who 
laugh  at  them  for  opinions  which  they  think  ridiculous. 
In  many  cases,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  |mre  iove  of 
truth  is  oh  both  sides  absorbed  in  passions  of  a  very 
difierent  nature.  I  would  overlook  every  thing  m  a 
man  who  meant  nothing  but  to  inform  me  of  any  thing 
that  he  thought  me  ignorant  of;  but  they  who  have 
that  pretence  in  their  mouths  only,  when  it  is  far  from 
thdr  hearts,  though  they  may  deceive  themselves  as 
well  as  others,  are  by  no  means  entitled  to  so  favour* 
able  a  reception. 

"  It  behoves  us,  however,  carefully  to  distinguish 
between  this  latent  insincerity^  under  the  influence  of 
which  men  deceive  thernselves,  and  that  direct  pre* 
varication  with  which  those  who  are  engaged  in  debate 
are  too  ready  to  charge  one  another,  as  if  their  adver- 
saries knowingly  opposed,  or  concealed,  the  truth. 
This  last  is  a  crime  of  so  heinous  a  nature,  that  1 
should  be  very  unwilling^  to  impute  it  to  any  person 
whatever*  For  a  man  voluntarily  to  undertake  the  de- 
fence of  what  he  thinks  to  be  error,  and  knowingly  to 
pervert  the  scriptures  in  order  to  make  them  fevouf 
his  purpose,  argues  the  heart  to  be  so  totally  void  of 
all  principle  of  rectitude ;  it  is  such  an  insult  upon  the 
God  of  truth,  and  such  a-  contempt  of  his  judgements, 
that  I  think  human  nature  could  never  be  so  de{)raved 
as  to  be  capable  of  it,  and  that  no  situation  in  humaft 
Hfe  could  supply  a  sufficient  temptatbn  tot  suth  coo- 
duct.    There  are  such  well  known  instances  of  the 
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force  of  prejudice,  that  I  had  rather  ascribe  any  opu 
nion,  how  absurd  soever,  in  any  man,  how  intelligent 
soever  in  other  respects,  to  wrong  judgement,  than  to 
a  bad  heart.  I  can  hardly  imagine  any  case  in  which 
the  chance  would  not  be  in  favour  of  the  former.    * 

^^  If  these  remarks  be  just,  with,  what  caution  should 
we  censure  any  person  with  respect  to  a  point  of  mere 
speculation !  How  should  I  be  aflFected  at  the  day  of 
judgement  to  be  convinced  of  the  integrity,  and  per** 
haps  the  right  judgement  also,  of  an  adversary  whom 
I  should  have  treated  in  an  illiberal  and  insulting  man« 
nerP*     P.  4,  &c. 

Whether  you,  my  Lord,  will  allow  the  truth  of  these 
observations  I  cannot  tell.  You  certainly  have  not 
acted  upon  them,  either  with  respect  to  the  excellent 
Origen,  or  myself.  But  I  have  not  copied  the  above 
for  the  use  of  your  Lordship  j  considering  you  to  be  a 
person  to  whom  some  of  them  are  so  far  applicable, 
that  I  do- not  expect  the  least  benefit  from  the  fairest 
and  justest  representation  of  any  thing  connected  with 
this  controversy ;  and  yet  without  thinking  so  ill  of 
you,  as  you  profess  to  do  of  me. 

That  your  Lordship  is  in  this  state  of  mind,  destitute 
of  what  I  call  perfect  ingenuoitsnessy  is  evident  from* 
the  turu  that  you  have  given  to  a  passage  in  my  Sermon. 
to  which  I  had  referred  you,  in  answer  to  your  charge 
of  gross  illiberality.  I  there  speak  in  the  highest  termts 
that  I  could  of  the  good  understandings  and  the  ^m- 
eeriiy^  both  of  many  Catholics,  and  members  of  the 
church  of  England,  even  ^^  those  who  are  sensible  of 
the  corruptions  and  errors  of  the  system  in  which  they 
are  entangled,  and  yet  have  not  been  able  to  br^ak 
Aeir  chains/'  Of  this  you  say,  ^^  It  is  a  long  passage. 
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in  which  he  professes  to  hold  the  church  of  England 
in  no  less  estimation  than  the  church  of  Rome ;"  which 
I  might  have  done  without  thinking  well  of  either  of 
them.  This  I  cannot  call  a  fair  and  ingenuous  con- 
duct, because  it  gives  your  readers  (many  of  whom,  1 
believe,  never  read  ^ny  thing  of  mine)  a  false  idea  of 
what  I  write.  Besides,  I  said  nothing  directly  about 
the  two  churches  of  England,  or  of  Rome,  but  of  the 
members  of  them ;  being  openly  hostile  to  the  systemsf 
but  friendly  to  their  adherents. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER   III. 

Of  the  Charge  of  borrowing  from  Zuicker. 

My  Lord, 

Though  my  rule  in  controversy  is  by  no  means  your 
Lordship's  above  mentioned,  viz.  "  to  strike  without 
remorse  at  whatever  in  your  adversary  you  find  to  be 
vuhierable,  in  order  to  destroy  his  character  and 
credit,'^  I  must,  now  that  I  am  upon  the  subject  of 
latent  dismgenuousness^  produce  an  instance  which  has 
xnuch  the  appearance  of  it  in  your  Lordship's  conduct 
to  me. 

You  charged  me  with  having  **  produced  few,'  if 
any,  arguments,  but  what  are  found  in  the  writings 
either  of  Zuicker  or  Episcopius."  From  this  it  might 
naturally  be  concluded,  that  you  had  compared  my 
arguments  with  those  of  those  two  ^writers,  and  had 
found  them  to  be  the  s«mej  which  implies  that  you 
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Tiad  seerif  and  perused,  itieir  works.  I  entertained  no 
doubt  of  it  myself;  and  taking  it  for  granted  that  your 
Lordship  had  the  work  of  Zuicker,  or  had  access  to 
it,  (and  it  being  a  book  that  I  had  never  seen,  and  could 
not  by  any  means  procure,)  I  desired  a  common  friend 
to  apply  to  you  for  it.  Your  answers,  which  were 
different  at  different  times,  convinced  him  that  you 
had  never  seen  the  book  at  all.  It  has  since  been  sent 
lo  me  by  a  learned  foreign  correspondent,  and  I  find 
Zuicker's  views  of  the  state  of  opinions  in  early  times 
to  be  .so  diflFerent  from  mine,  that  I  am  confident,  if 
you  had  ever  seeii  his  work,  you  had  never  read  it. 
For,  if  you  had,  you  could  never  hdye  asserted  that  I 
had  borrowed  from  him  at  all. 

Zuicker  says,  p.  16,  that  Justin  Martyr,  besides 
availing  himself  of  his  Platonic  principles,  derived  his 
notion  of  a  trinity  from  the  spurious  verses  of  Orpheus, 
which  he  supposes  to  have  been  written  by  some  dis- 
ciple of  Simon  Magus.  He  also  makes  Simon  Magus 
the  parent  of  the  Praxeans,  Patripassians,  and  Sabel- 
lians,  p.  1 7.  Now.  these  opinions  are  fundamentally 
different  from  mine.  I  suppose  Justin  Martyr  to  have 
borrowed  from  nothing  besides  his  Platonism;  and  he 
was  so  far  from  bein?  friendly  to  Gnosticism,  which 
was  the  offspring  of  the  school  of  Simon  Magus,  that 
he  wrote  a  treatise  against  it.  And  I  consider  the 
Praxeans,  Patripassians,  and  Sabellians,  as  no  other 
than  philosophical  Unitarians. 

Except  these  opinions,  there  is  nothing  of  much 
consequence  in  the.  work  of  Zuicker,  besides  a  proof, 
very  much  detaifeil  for  so  small  a  treatise  as  his  is,  ^f 
the  christian  fathers  before  the  council  of  Nicfe  not 
having  believed  the  equality  of  the  Son  to  the  Father; 
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and  this,  if  I  had  read  nothing  of  antiquity  myself,  I 
might  have  borrowed  from  Dr.  Clarke  and  twenty 
other  writers  as  well  as  Zuicken 

I  submit  it  to  the  reader,  therefore,  whether  your 
Lordship  appears  to  have  been  perfectly  ingenuous  in 
saying  that  I  had  borrowed  from  Zuicker,  or  whether 
you  did  not  advance  this  charge  at  random,  without 
any  more  knowledge  of  Zuicker*s  work  than  you  got 
from  Bishop  Bull. 

While  I  am  on  the  subject  of  Zuicker,  I  shall  ob- 
serve  that  he  had  no  doubt,  p.  114,  but  that,  in  the 
passage  of  Jerom,  the  true  sense  af  which  has  been  de- 
bated between  us,  the  writer  meant  to  assert  the  iden- 
tity of  the  Ebionites  and  Naxarenes  vidth  respect  to 
every  thing  of  importance. 

Zuicker  also  makes  a  good  observation,  p.  1 10,  on 
the  manner  in  which.  Austin  introduces  his  account  of 
the  Ebionites  immediately  after  that  of  the  Naza^^es, 
^hich  is,  Ebion<ei  Cfiristrnti  etiam  iantummodo^  homi* 
nem  ducunt\  "  The  Ebionites  also  suppose  Christ  to  be 
a  mere  man."  As  if  it  implied  that  the  Nazarenes 
thought  the  same,  though  he  had  not  expressly  asserted 
as  much  in  his  account  of  them,  the  word  etiam  inti- 
mating as  much.  I  ant  inclined  to  think  that  Austin 
had  written  this  in  the  account  of  th^  Nazarenes,  but 
that  the  clause  is  now  lost.  I  cannot  else  account  for 
the  insertion  of  etiantf  also^  in  the  next  sentence. 

I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER   IV. 

Of  the  Damnatory  Clause  in  the  Athanasian  Creed. 
My  Lord, 

ibo  ready  is  your  Lordship  to  charge  me  with  the 
grossest  ignorance,  that  you  most  egregiously  expose 
your  own,  or,  which  is  worse,  your  disposition  to  cavil^ 
when  you  say^  "  Dr.  Priestley,  I  believe,  is  the  only 
writer  who  ever  confounded  two  things  so  totally  di- 
stinct as  an  anathema  and  an  article  offailh^  which 
he  conceives  the  damnatory  claiise  in  the  Athanasiaii 
creed  to  be." 

The  Idle  punctilio  on  which  this  remark  of  your 
Lordship's  turns,  relates  to  the  acts^of  those  councils  in 
which  it  was  the  custom  to  make,  a  creeds  and  then  to 
annex  anathemas  to  it.  But  this  creed  of  Athanasiiis 
is  no  act  of  any  council.  You  ndther  know  who  com- 
posed it,  when  it  made  its  first  appearance,  or  how  it 
came  into  the  public  oflSces  of  the  church.  From  the 
*  structure  of  it  it  is  evidently  a  mere  creed^  containing 
nothing  besides  propositions^  which  were  apprehended 
by  the  compo§er  to  be  entitled. to  the  firmest  faith; 
^d  that  this  damnatory  clause  in  question  is  one  of 
those  propositions,  is  evident  both  from,  the  form  and 
the  place  of  it. 

It  is  not  only  introduced  both  at  the  beginning  and 
at  the  end  of  the  creed,  but,  as  if  that  was  not  suffi* 
cient,  it  has  a  place  in  the  middle  likewise:  thus, 
**  Whosoever  will  be  saved,  before  all  things  it  is  ne- 
cessary that  he  hold  the  catholic  faith;  which  faith 
except  every  one  do  keep  whole  and  undefile;d,  with- 
aut  doubt  he  shall  perish  everlastingly.'^    Thus  this 
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celebrated  creed  begins.  About  the  middle  we  find 
the  following  clauses :  "  He  therefore  that  will  be 
saved  must  thus  think  of  the  trinity.  Furthermore  it 
is  necessary  to.  everlasting  salvation  that  he  also  believe 
rightly  the  incarnation  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ." 
Lastly,  it  clpses  with  this  sentence,  '^  This  is  the  ca- 
tholic faith,  which  except  a  man  believe  faithfully,  he 
cannot  be  saved." 

Do  not  these  anathemas  or  damnatory  clauses  con- 
tain re?!  propositions  ?  and  does  not  the  person  vfho 
pronounces  them  afErm  the  truth  of  those  proposi- 
tions ?  Can  any  person  seriously  say,  that  *'  they  who 
do  not  believe  all  the  articles  of  this  creed  shall  without 
doubt  perish  everlastingly/'  without  believing  that  they 
will  perish  everlastingly  for  their  disbelief  ?  Could  any 
plainer  terms  have  been  contrived  for  the  purpose?  How 
then  are  these  celebrated  damnatory  clauses^  as  your 
Lordship  says,  no  part  of  the  creed,  when  every  person 
who  professes  to  believe  the  whole  of  course  receiyes 
these  parts  ? 

Had  the  word  anathema  only  been  used,  it  is  pos- 
sible that  the  force  of  it  might  not  have  been  attended 
to  by  the  composer;  it  being  too  common  to  make  use 
of  words,  especially  in  learned  and  foreign  languages, 
without  attending  to  their  strict  meaning;  and  your 
Lordship  says  it, is  so  used  in  your  Ecclesiastical  Ca- 
nons when  it  is  applied  to  those  who  speak  disrespect- 
fully ofthe  Book  of  Common  Prayer  (though  I  would 
not  answer,  as  your  Lordship  does,  for  the  compiler 
of  those  canons  not  intending  eternal  damnation  by 
it) ;  but  where  the  words  perish  everlastingly  are  ex- 
pressly and  repeatedljr  used,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
with  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  anathema.    The 
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damnatory  clause  so  expressed  is  most  unquestionabjy 
an  article  of  faith^  and  certainly  of  a  most  serious  and 
alarming  kind.  Indeed,  my  Lord,  it  is  trifling  with 
your  readers,  and  an  insult  on  common  sense,  to  talk 
of  any  real  difference  between  this  damnatory  dame 
and  the  other  parts  of  the  Athanasian  creed. 

Whatever  profession,  therefore,  your  Lordship  may 
inconsistently  make  of  your  charity,  and  notwithstand- 
ing your  idle  parade  about  meeting  me  in  heaven,  when 
I  believe  you  would  be  sorry  to  meet  me  any  where, 
an4  are  not  very  fond  of  meeting  me  in  this  contro- 
versy ;  unless  my  everlasting  damnation  be  an  article 
in  your  creed,  you  have  subscribed  the  most  solemn 
form  of  words  that  can  be  devised  by  man  without 
meaning  any  thing  at  all  by  them ;  and  why  then  may 
you  not  have  subscribed  every  thing  else  with  as  little 
truth  ?' Many,  no  doubt,  do  subscribe  in  this  light  and 
careless  manner;  which  shows  thedreadful  effect  of  the 
habit  of  subscribing.  It  leads  to  the  utter  perversion 
of  the  plainest  meaning  of  words^  and  opens  a  door  to 
every  kind  of  insincerity.  By  your  Lordship's  own 
confession,  you  yourself  no  more  believe  what  you 
have  subscribed  with  respect  to  this  creed,  than  you 
do  the  Koran. 

Indeed,  your  Lordship's  account  of  the  trinity  is  a 
vei*y  different  thing  from  the  doctrine  of  this  creed. 
For  you  suppose  a  manifest  superiority  in  the  Father, 
and  yet  in  repeating  this  creed  you  can  say  of  the  three 
persons,  *^  that  none  of  them  is  afore  or  after  the  other, 
none  is  greater  or  lesser  than  another."  Were  yoir, 
my  Lord,  perfectly  ingenuous,  and  were  your  mind 
perfectly  unbiassed,  you  could  not  but  see,  and  would 
certainly  shudder  at^  the  absurdities. and  contradictions 


422  LETTERS  TO  THE 

in  your  declarations,  and  feel  the  same  horror  at  sub- 
scribing, that  I  do. 

If  your  Lordship  defends  these  damnatory  clauses 
on  the  principle  of  meaning  nothing  at  all  by  them^ 
you  vindicate  the  common  cursing  and  swearing  that 
we  every  day  hear  in  our  streets ;  where  profane  per* 
sons  are  continually  sending  their  own  souls,  and  the 
souls  of  other  people,  to  Hell,  with  as  little  meaning  as 
,  your  Lordship  pretends  to.  If  the  phrase  perish  ever' 
lastingly  does  not  mean  perish  everlastingly,  your 
Lordship  should  have  informed  us  what  it  does  mean. 
It  is  certainly  no  blessings  but  a  curse  of  some  kind  or 
other. 

I  do  not  wonder  that  men  of  enlightened  and  in- 
genuous minds,  such  as  Archbishop  Tillotson,  should 
express  a  wish  that  they  were  well  rid  of  this  creed. 
But  others,  I  fear,  (now,  my  Lord,  mark  my  uncha- 
ritableness,)  would  not  be  sorry  nf  the  language  of  it 
was  still  more  harsh,  that  by  the  obligation  to  subscribe 
it]  there  might  be  fewer  competitors  for  those  emolo- 
ments  which  may  be  obtained  by  subscription.  For  all 
your  subscriptions  do  not  exclude  unbelievers  in  all  re- 
ligion, natural  and  revealed ;  persons  who,  on  such 
terms  as  you  offer,  will  subscribe  any  thing  that  is  ten- 
dered  to  them.  If  you  would  have  fewer  of  iheie^ 
either  in  the  church  or  out  of  it,  you  must  throw  out 
every  thing  from  your  creeds  and  subscriptions  which 
any  sincere  christian,  or  believer  in  the  divine  mission 
of  Christ,  cannot  conscientiously  assent  to.  Thus, 
however,  you  may  say,  Socinians  might  enter;  and 
you  may  prefer  the  society  of  unbelievers  to  theiiSf 
because,  whether  in  or  out  of  the  churchy  they  will 
give  you  much  less  trouble. 
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Indeed,  my  Lord,  the  opposers  of  all  reformation 
will  always  have  trouble  from  the  zealous  friends  of 
it.  We  think  it  our  duty  to  crt/  aloud^  and  not  spare, 
when  we  see  such  abominations  in  the  public  worship 
of  Almighty  God  as  are  to  be  found  in  all  the  civil 
establishments  of  Christianity  in  the  world  i  corruptions 
borrowed  from  heathen  polytheism,  and  which  in  their 
nature  and  effects  are  very  similar  to  it. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER    V. 

Of  the  Phrase,  Coming  in  the  Flesh. 

z  My  Lord, 

^  JL  OUR  Lordship  maintained  at  large  that  the  phrase 

-  coming  in  the  flesh,   applied  by  the  apostle  John  to 

Christ,  necessarily  implies  a  pre-existent  state.  I  think 
it  a  sufficient  answer,  that  the  Jews,  by  whom  the 
phrase  was  used,  had  no  such  idea ;  since  it  is  well 
known  that  they  characterized  the  Messiah  by  the 
phrase  he  that  is  to  come ;  when,  at  the  same  time,  it 
is  so  well  known  that  1  shall  not  trouble  myself  to  re- 
peat the  proof  of  it,  that  no  Jews  ever  expected  any 
other  than  a  mere  man  for  their  Messiah.  By  him  that 
was  to  come  they  meant  the  person  who  had  been  /)ro- 
mised  them,  as  to  make  his  appearance  in  due  time. 

When,  therefore,  the  Messiah  was  come^  and  a  ques- 
tion arose  concerning  his  nature^  whether  he  had  real 
fleshy  or  not,  it  was  certainly  not  unnatural  for  ^  Jew, 
who  believed  that  Christ,  or  he  that  was  to  come,  was 
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a  real  man^  and  had  realjieshy  to  express  his  opinion 
by  saying  that  Christ  was  come  in  the  flesh ;  and  yet 
your  Lordship  says^  that  "  no  reason  can  be  devised 
why  they  ( the  Jews)  should  make  choice  of  such  un- 
couth mysterious  words  for  the  enunciation  of  so  simple 
a  proposition,  which  they  might  ^sily  have  stated  in 
terms  incapable  of  misconstruction/*  Now,  considering 
the  phraseology  to  which  the  Jews  had  been  long  ac- 
customed in  speaking  of  the  Messiah,  I  appeal  to  our 
readers  whether  there  be  any  thing  peculiarly  uncouth^ 
mysterious,  or  unnatural  in  it. 

I  alleged  a  passage  in  the  epistle  of  Polycarp,  in 
which  I  thought,  and  still  think,  that  the  same  phrase 
(evidently  borrowed  by  him  from  the  apostle  John)  in- 
dicates nothing  more  than  simple  humanity,  in  opposi- 
tion to  those  Gnostics  who  maintained  that  Christ  had 
not  real  flesh  j  because  in  the  very  same  sentence  he 
gives  two  other  characters,  which  evidently  apply  to 
the  Gnostics  only.  I  therefore  concluded  that  the  for- 
mer clause  was  only  another  part  of  the  description  of 
the  same  class  of  men.  Had  he  meant  to  describe. the 
Gnostics,  by  enumerating  their  most  distinguishing 
tenets,  he  could  not  well  have  expressed  himself  other- 
wise. This,  however,  I  shall  argue  no  further,  but 
submit  to  the  judgement  of  our  readers. 

Your  Lordship  now  alleges  a  passage  from  the  epistle 
of  Barnabas,  which  you  say,  p.  423, "  is  very .  decisive, 
in  which  the  allusion  to  a  prior  condition  of  our  Lord 
is  manifest,  and  so  necessary  to  the  writer's  purpose, 
that  if  the  phrase  be  understood  without  such  allusion 
the  whole  sentence  is  nonsense."  It  is  as  follows: 
^*  For  if  he  had  not  come  in  the  flesh,  how  should  we 
mortals,  seeing  him^  have  been  preserved,,  when  they 
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"who  behold  the  sun,  which  is  to  perish  [^and  is  the 
tvork  of  his  hands^y  are  unable  to  look  directly  against 
its  rays?"  I  shall  continue  the  quotation  a  little  further 
from  Wake's  translation,  p.  167,  "  Wherefore  the 
Son  of  God  came  ia  the  flesh  for  this  cause,  that  he 
might  fiH  up  the  measure  of  their  iniquity,  who  have 
persecuted  his  prophets  unto  death ;  and  for  the  same 
reason  also  he  suffered.  For  God  hath  said  of  the 
stripes  of  his  flesh,  that  they  were  from  ihem;  and  I 
will  smite  the  shepherd,  and  the  sheep  of  the  flock  shall 
be  scattered.  Thus  he  would  suffer,  because  it  behoved 
him  to  suffer  upon  the  cross,"  &c. 

Now,  though  the  writer  of  this  epistle  might  believe 
that  Christ  pre-existed,  and  made  the  world,  it  does 
not  follow  that  he  considered  this  phrase  coming  in 
the  flesh  as  necessarily  implying  so  much ;  and  the 
general  and  obvious  seftse  of  the  passage  is  complete 
without  supposing  any  reference  to  a  pre-existent  state 
at  all.  For  it  is  only  this,  that  he  could  hot  have  been 
the  object  of  our  senses,  and  could  not  have  suffered 
upon  the  cross,  as  was  foretold  concerning  him,  if  he 
had  not  had  a  body  that  was  capable  of  being  seen^ 
and  of  ^suffering.  Since  the  reasoning  of  this  writer  is 
so  clear,  without  any  allusion  to  a  pre-existent  state,  it 
adds  greatly  to  the  probability  of  the  clause  [which  is 
the  work  of  his  hands]  which  is  omitted  in  the  old  Latin 
translation,  being  an  interpolation ;  and  it  is  not  doubted 
by  any  men  of  learning,  that  there  are  evident  marks  of 
interpolation  in  all  the  remains  of  the  writings  of  this 

Besides,  if  Christ  be  a  compound  being,  consisting 
of  soul  and  bodi/^  besides  the  divinity  j  and  if  Christ 
came  from  heaven,  this  ought  to  apply  to  the  whole 
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and  not  to  any  part  of  him  only;  and  then  hisjfe^ 
and  his  human  soul  must  also  have  pre-existed,  and 
have  come  down  from  heaven  as  well  as  the  divkt 
logos.  1  am  satisfied,  however,  that  both  Polycarp, 
and  the  author  of  this  epistle,  in  its  original  state,  who* 
ever  he  was,  alluded  to  nothing  more  than  the  opinion 
of  those  Gnostics  who  held  that  Christ  had  no  real 
body,  and  therefore  that,  though  he  was  come  accord- 
ing  to  the  prophecies  concerning  him,  he  was  not  cvwe 
in  thejlesh.  lam,  &c. 


LETTER    VI. 

Of  the  Meaning  of  the  Word  Idiota  in  Tertullian. 
JMy  L0RD9  • 

JL  OUR  Lordship  still  maintains  that  the  word  idiota^ 
which  Tertullian  applies  to  the  major  pars  credeniiumj 
means  idiot  in  English ;  and  with  great  labour,  no 
doubt,  you  have  at  length  made  oiit  no  less  than  ten 
significations  of  this  word,  and  one  of  them,  p.  427) 
is  stupidf  dunce^  booby,  &c.  But  for  this,  which  is 
the  only  one  to  your  Lordship's  purpose,  you  produce 
no  authority  from  any  writer  whatever ;  except  some 
dictionary  makers,  whom  the  learned  Bentley  would 
have  called  "  very  idiots  in  Greek  and  Latin"  for  their 
pains;  the  only  synonyms  that  he  allows  being  illite' 
jratus,  indocticsy  rudis.  Remarks  on  Free  Thinking, 
p.  1 1 8,  Your  ninth  and  harshest  sense  of  the  word, 
in  any  antient  writer,  is  that  in  Cicero,  where  it  is  ap- 
plied to  those  who  wanted  taste  in  the  fine  arts,  and 
among  them  he  ranks  himself,  quemvis  nostrum,  tec 
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Acknowledging,  as  I  have  no  objection  to  do,  that 
by  this  word  Tertullian  meant  to  express  something 
more  opprobrious  than  by  simplices^  or  even  impru- 
dentes  (though  the  latter  is  not  very  evident),  it  must  be 
such  an  epithet  as  he  thought  applicable  to  the  greater 
part  of  christians  ;  and  surely  he  would  not  choose  to 
call  them  idiots,  or  even  dunces  and  boobies.  Out  of 
humour  he  was,  no  doubt,  with  those  who  could  not 
relish  his  sublime  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  and  who 
thought  it  to  be  an  infringement  upon  the  great  doc- 
trine of  the  sole  monarchy  of  God  the  Fatfier ;  but  he 
could  not  impute  it  to  a  natural  defect  in  point  of  under- 
standing, it  being  so  very  evident  that  the  bulk  of  man« 
kind  are  not  deficient  in  that  respect. 

However,  it  is  of  no  consequence  by  what  epithet 
Tertullian,  or  any  other  writer,  should  choose  to  de- 
nominate the  common  people ;   for  they  are  the  same 
in  all  ages,  and  therefore  we  are  as  good  judges  as  he, 
could  be.     The  major  pars  credentium,  or  the  great 
mass  of  christians,    were  no   doubt   unlearned,  not 
having  had  the  advantage  of  a  liberal  education ;  but 
they  did  not  therefore  ivant  ufiderstanding,  or  had  less 
natural  good  sense  than  the  learned.   And  considering 
in  what  the  learning  of  that  age  consisted,  and  how  it 
tended,  as  I  have  shown,  to  mislead  men  with  respect 
to  their  ideas  of  the  divine  nature,  it  is  infinitely  more 
probable  that  the  plain  good  sense  of  the  common 
people  would  form  a  right  judgement  in  this  case  than 
all  the  knowledge  of  the  learned  j    to  isay  nothing  of 
the  greater  probability  of  the  common  people  longer 
retaining  the  original  doctrine  concerning  Christ.   For, 
"whethet*  your  Lordship  like  the  observation  or  not,  it 
is  universally  true,  that  old  opinions  are  to  be  looked 
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for  among  the  common  people,  rather  than  among  the 
learned  and  speculative. 

You  say,  p.  432,  that  the  natural  sense  of  Ter- 
tallian*s  words  is,  that  *^  this  scruple,**  viz.  their  ob- 
jection to  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  '^  was  incident 
chiefly  to  persons  of  that  description ;  not  that  it  was 
to  be  found  in  the  whole  body  of  the  common  people. 
He  insinuates  that  persons  of  that  weak  character  only, 
were  liable  to  that  alarm.'*  But  certainly  in  Tertul- 
lian's  idea  this  objection  to  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity, 
or  rather  this  dread  of  itj  was  common  to  all  those 
whom  he  calls  simplices^ .  imprvdenies^  and  idioiay  for 
he  makes  no  exception ;  and  of  such,  he  says,  the 
greater  part  of  christians  consisted.  Consequently,  by 
his  own  reluctant  confession,  the. majority  of  the  chris- 
tians  of  his  age,  whatever  he  might  choose  to  call  then, 
were  unitarians,  and  dreaded  {expavescebant)  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity,  even  in  the  qualified  sense  in  which 
it  was  then  maintained ;  when  there  was  no  idea  of  the 
proper  equality  of  the  Son. to  the  Father,  and  when  it 
was  thought  that  there  was  a  time  when  he  did  not 
exist.  For  such  unquestionably  was  the  opinion  of 
TertuUian  himself. 

Thus,  my  Lord,  your  elaborate  defence  of  your  use 
of  the  word  idiota  is  mere  lost  labour^  and  renders 
your  ignorance  still  more  conspicuous  than  it  was,  by 
the  addition  of  incorrigible  obstinacy  in  error. 

I  am>  &c.  , 
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LETTER    VII. 

Of  Heretics^  according  to  Irenceus. 
My  Lorp, 

Another  question  between  us  is,  Who  were  the  he^ 

relics  of  early  times  ?  And  I  have  shown  by  a  series  of 

quotations  from  the  earliest  writers  to  those  of  a  pretty 

late  date^  considering  the  nature  of  (he  question,  that 

the  Gnostics  only  were  considered  in  that  light,  as 

holding    assemblies  separate  from  those  who  called 

themselves  the  catholic  church.     I  had  said  that  Ire« 

nseus,  though  he  wrote  a  large  treatise  against  heretics^ 

and  expressed  great  dislike  of  the  Ebioniles,  had  not 

called  them  heretics.    In  one  passage  I  said  I  had  once 

been  of  opinion -that  he  had  applied  that  epithet  to 

them ;  but  that  on  reconsidering  it  I  was  of  a  different 

opinion,  and  I  am  so  still,  notwithstanding  what  your 

Lordship  has  advanced  in  reply  to  me. 

I  further  added,  that  "  if  there  was  any  other  pas- 
sage in  which  Irenaeus  called  the  Ebionites  heretics,  I 
had  overlooked  it.**  Such  a  passage,  however,,  your 
Lordship  novf  produces,  p.  455,  for  among  other  here- 
tics he  there  enumerates  the  Ebionites.  But  this  is  of 
no  coiteequence  to  ihy  argument  ^  and  if  I  had  attended 
to  the  passage  I  should  have  produced  it  myself,  as  I 
have  never  failed  to  do  with  respect  to  every  thing  else 
that  appeared  to  me  to  be  of  any  consequence,  whether 
it  made  for  me  or  against  me.  But  there  is  an  evident 
reason  why  the  Ebionites  were  pretty  soon  considered 
as  heretics,  and  a  reason  which  did  not  affect  the  tJni- 
tarians  among  the  Gentiles.  For  the  Jewish  christians. 
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on  account  of  their  using  a  different  language,  held 
separate  assemblies  from  those  who  used  the  Greek 
tongue ;  and  besides,  Jerom  expressly  says  they  were 
deemed  heretics  only  on  the  account  of  their  attach 
ment  to  the  institutions  of  Moses. 

I  had  further  said,  that  it  was  contrary  to  Irenxus's 
definition  of  heresy  to  consider  the  Ebionites  as  be- 
reticSf  To  this  your  Lordship  says,  in  your  usual 
strain  of  politeness,  when  you.  think  you  have  any  ad- 
vantage, p.  456,  ''  he  will  confer  a  mighty  obligatioQ 
upon  the  leai;ned  world,  if  he  would  be  pleased  to  giTe 
information  in  what  part  of  the  whole  work  of  Ireosus 
that  definition  may  be  found/'  . 

I  answer,  that  a  strictly  logical  definition  of  hereq 
may  not  perhaps  be  found  in  Irenseus^  for  such  defini- 
tions are  not  common  in  antient  writers  But  he  re- 
peatedly says  that  concerning  all  heretics,  which  does 
not  in  the  least  apply  to  the  Ebionites,  which  is  fully 
equivalent  to  what  I  said;  and  since  you  have  not  read 
my  History  of  Early  Opinions  concerning  Christ,  and 
probably  never  will  do  it,  I  shall  take  the  liberty  to 
copy  a  few  passages  to  this  purpose  from  it,  voLi' 
p.  275,  &c. 

Irenaeus  considered  Simon  Magus  as  ft  person  bm 
whom  all  heretics  sprung.  But  his  doctrines  were  those 
of  the  Gnostics,  and  so  opposite  to  those  of  the  Uni- 
tarians, that  they  were  never  considered  as  having  the 
same  source.  Of  all  heretics,  he  says,  that. "  they 
drew  men  off  from  him  who  made  and  governs  the 
world,  as  if  they  had  something  higher  and  greater  to 
show  than  he  who  made  the  heavens  jjnd  the  erfth* 
and  all  things  therein.  They  all  agree,"  be  says,  **  io 
the  same  blasphemy  against  the  Maker  of  all  diings* 
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*'  The  doctrine  of  Valentinus  comprehends  all  here- 
sies; so  that  in  overturning  his  system  all  heresy  is 
overturned.  They  also  blaspheme  in  supposing  the 
Maker  of  all  things  to  be  an  evil  being,  and  they  -bias* 
phenie  our  Lord  by  dividing  Jesus  from  the  Christ. 
There  is  a  connexion,"  he  says,  "  between  all  heresies, 
except  that  Tatian  advanced  something  that  was  new.'* 
^  He  speaks  of  all  heretics  as  "  having  quitted  the 
'  church,*'  and  as  "  taxing  the  holy  presbyters  with  ig- 

f         porance,  not  considering  how  much  better  is  an  igno- 
rant person  who  is  religious  (idioia  religiosus)  than  a 
!         blasphemous  and  impious  sophist/'     He  likewise  says, 
that  ''  all  the  heretics  were  much  later  than  the  bishops 
to  whom  the  apostles  committed  the  churches." 
r  It  wQuld.  be  losing  my  own  time,  and  th^t  of  my 

I  readers,  to  show  that  none  of  these  characters,  which 

I  this  writer  applies  to  all  heretics^  belonged  to  the  Ebi- 

onites^  and  therefore  that,  to  have  boep  consistent  with 
himself^  Irenaeus  ought  not  to  have  considered  the  Ebi* 
^  onites  as  heretics. 

I  As  to  your  Lordship's  curious  attenipt  to  fifid  an 

j  agreement  between  the  Gnostics  and  the  Ebionites,  I 

shall  leave  it  without  any  remark  to  the  judgement  of 
our  readers.  In  some  respects,  no  doubt,  the  Unita- 
rians and  Trinitarians  are  agreed ;  but  it  does  not  there- 
fore follow  that  they  would  both  be  referred  to  the 
same  class  of  christians.  There  w^e,  as  I  have  shown 
at  large,  Jewish  Gnostics,  and,  being  Jews,  they  might 
be  called  Ebionites ;  but  they  all  believed  that  the  su« 
preme  God,  the  God  and  Father  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  both  made,  the  world,  and  gave  the  law  by 
Moses;  which  are  the  very  reverse  of  the  doctrines  that 
Irehaeus  ascribes  to  all  heretics.  I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER   VIII. 

Of  the  Origin  of  the  Son  from  the  Father^s  Contem- 
plation  of  his  own  Perfections^ 

My  Lord, 

This  letter  I  shall  devote  to  that-  most  curious  sub- 
ject, the  origin  of  the  Son  from  the  Father* s  contem- 
plation of  his  own  perfections,  which  your  Lordship 
has  thought  proper  once  more  to  bring  before  the 
public;  but  which  I  should  have  thought  a  judieious 
friend  would  have  advised  you  to  keep  as  far  as  pos- 
sible out  of  sight.  You  express  yourself,  however, 
with  more  diffidence  than  before ;  which  is  a  thing  un- 
usual with  your  Lordship. 

You  j^ustly  say,  p.  458,  "  In  a  subject  so  for  above 
the  comprehension  of  the  human  mind  as  the  dootrioe 
of  the  trinity  must  be  confessed  to  be,  in  all  its  branches, 
extreme  caution  should  be  used  to  keep  the  doctrine 
itself,  as  it  is  delivered  in  God'^  word,  d^tinct  from 
evory  thing  that  has  been  devised  by  man,  or  that  may 
even  occur  to  a  man's  owa  thoughts,  to  illustrate  or.ex- 
plain  its  difficulties.  Every  one  who  has  ever  thought 
for  any  length  of  time  upon  the  subject  cannot  but  fall 
insensibly,  and  involuntarily,  upon  some  way  or  other 
of  representing  the  thing  to  his  own  mind.  In  this 
manner,  every  one  who  meddles  at  all  with  th^  subject 
will  be  apt  to  form  a  solution  for  himself,  of  what 
seemed  to  him  the  principal  difficulties.  But  since  it 
must  be  confessed  that  the  human  mind  in  these  in* 
quiries  is  groping  in  the  dark,  eve^y  step  that  she  ven- 
tures to  advance  beyond  the  point  to  which  the  clear 
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iight  of  revelation  reaches,  the  probability  is  that  all 
these  private  solutions  are,  in  diflferent  ways,  and  in 
different  degrees,  but  all  in  some  way,  and  in  some 
degree,  erroneous;  -and  it  will  rarely  Happen  that  the 
solution  invented  by  one  man  will  suit  the  conceptions 
of  another.  It  were  therefore  to  be  wished  that,  in 
treating  this  mysterious  subject,  men  would  not,  in 
their  zeal  to  illustrate  what  after  their  utmost  efforts 
must  remain  in  some  parts  incomprehensible,  be  too 
forward  to  mix  their  private  opinions  with  the  public 
doctrine.  Nay,  it  should  be  a  point  of  conscience,"  you 
add,  •*  with  every  writer  to  keep  any  particular  opi- 
nions he  may  have  formed  as  much  as  possible  out  of 
sight,  that  divine  truth  may  not  be  debased  with  a  mix- 
ture of  the  alloy  of  human  error,"  &c. 

This  conduct,  my  Lord,  would  have  been  good 
po\kj :  but  in  the  pride  of  your  understanding  you 
were  not  able  to  observe  it,  and,  in  your  imprudent 
forwardness  to  illustrate  what  is  in  itself  so  palpably 
absurd  as  to  be  incapable  of  illustration,  (as  much  as  it 
is  of  proof  J  your  Lordship  produced  a  sentiment  so 
supereminently  absurd  as  to  have  contributed  not  a 
little  to  the  entertainment  of  our  common  readers;  and 
what  your  Lordship  has  now  added  on  the  subject  will^ 
if  I  be  not  mistaken,  considerably  add  to  their  amuse« 
inent. 

Your  Lordship's  original  observation,  to  which  you 
now,  by  abridging  it,  give  a  different  turn,  was  as 
follows:  Tracts,  p.  55 j, "  The  sense,**  viz.  of  a  pas- 
sage in  Athenagoras,  ^^  is,  that  the  personal  subsistence 
of  a  divine  logos  is  implied  in  the  very  idea  of  a  God; 
and  the  argument  rests  on  a  principle  which  was  com- 
i&on  to  all  the  Platonic  fathers,  and  seems  to  be  founded: 
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m  scripture,  that  the  existence  of  the  Son  flows  neces^ 
sarily  from  the  diviiie  intellect  exerted  on  itself,  fron 
the  Father's  contemplation  of  his  own  perfections.  But 
M  the  Father  ever  was,  his  perfections  have  ever  been, 
and  his  intellect  has  ever  beeii  active.  But  perfections 
.which  have  ever  been  the  ever-active  intellect  must  ever 
have  contemplated  j  and  the  contemplation  which  has 
ever  been  must  ever  have  been  accompanied  with  its 
just  effect,  the  personal  existence  of  the  Son." 
.  Such,  my  Lord,  was  the  original  texty  which  is  now 
shrunk  up  into  a  very  small  compass,  viz.  that  ^'  the 
existence  of  the  Son,"  p.  460,  '^  flows  necessarily  from 
the  divine  intellect  exerted  on  itself,"  and  which  not 
being  dilated^  as  it  was  so  curiously  done  in  your  Lord* 
ship's  first  publication,  might  have  escaped  my  notice* 
Accompanied  with  your  former  illustration  it  stnidc 
me,  and  I  believe  most  of  your  readers'  who  gave  any 
^ittentioa  to  it»  as  something  uncommonly  ridiculous ; 
and  I  maintamed  that  it  was  also  most  notoriously  Jaiie 
in  poini  of  fad ^  and  betrayed  an  utter  unacquainted* 
ness  with  every  thing  of  primidve  antiquity  on  the  sub* 
ject.  And  this  opinion,  notwithstanding  your  Lord- 
ship^s  elaborate  vindication  of  yourself,  I  sdll  maintain. 
For»  according  to  the  most  obvious  construcdon  of  the 
passage^  the  production  of  the  Son  was  absolutely  ne* 
cessarfy  and  did  not  at  all  depend  upon  the  will  of  the 
Father ;  whereas,  accorcHng  to  all  the  Platonic  fathefs 
before  the  Council  of  Nice,,  the  generation  of  the  Sen 
was  the  voluntary  act  of  the  Father,  and  an  act  not 
exerted  from  all  eternity,  (which  if  it  had  been  neces* 
4ihry  it  could  not  but  have  been,)  but  which  took  place 
in  timcy  viz.  just  before  the  creation  of  the  world,  and 
|pr  the  purpose  of  that  creatbn«    In  the  work  which. 
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your  Lordship  has  not  read,  and  which  it  is  therefore 
more  necessary  for  me  to  quote,  is  the  following  evi-  ' 
dence  of  this. 

Tatian  represents  the  Father  as  having  been  alone 
before  the  creation  of  the  world,  that  at  his  will  the 
Logos  came  out  of  him.  Theophilus  says,  "that  *'  ac- 
cording to  John,  God  was  at  first  alone,  and  the  Logos 
in  him.**  Clemens  Alexandrinus  says  that  "the  Fa- 
ther was  God  before  he  was  a  Creator,  but,  being  good,  • 
he.cAo^e  to  be  a  Creator  and  a  Father;  and  he  speaks 
of  the  Son  as  deriving  his  origin  from  the  will  of  the 
Father."  **  Do  you  inquire  about  the  generation  of 
the  Logos,*'  says  Hippolytus,  "  God  the  Father  gene^ 
rated  whom  he  pleased,  and  as  he  pleased.'* 

TertuUian  expressly  says  that  "  God  was  not  always 
a  father,  or  a  judge;  since  he  could  not  be  a  father 
before  he  had  a  son,  nor  a  judge  before  there  was  sinj 
and  there  was  a  time  when  both  sin  and  the  Son,  which 
made  God  to  be  a  judge  and  a  father,*were  not."  Ad 
Herinogenem,  cap.  iii.  Op^ra,  p.  234. 

Novatian  (or  rather  Novatus)  says,  Nothing  was  be* 
fore  Christ  but  the  Father,  and  that  the  $on  was  ge« 
aerated  from  God  when  he  chose.  "  God,"  siys  Lac- 
taiuius,  ^y  before  he  undertook  the  construction  of  thia 
world  generated  an  incorruptible  spirit,  which  he  called 
bis  Son."  Eusebias,  speaking  of  God's  intending  to 
form  the  material  world,  says,  ^'  he  thought  of  making 
one  to  govern  and  direct  the  whole."  He  also  says, 
*'  light  is  emitted  from  the  sun  necessarily,  but  the  Sou 
became  the  image  of  the  Father  from  his  knowledge 
and  intentbn ;  and  that  when  he  pleased,  he  became 
the  Father  of  a  Son."  "  We  believe,'*  says  Athana** 
w^^  *^  that'  God  generated  the  Son  spontaneously,  and 
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voluntarily^^*     History  of  early  Opinions  concemiog 
Christ,  voL  li.  p.  ISO,  &c. 

Were  not  these  writers,  my  Lord,  Platonic  fathers^ 
according  to  all  of  whom  your  Lordship  says  that  the 
generation  of  the  Son  was  necessary  ?  If  these  be  not 
Platonic  fathers,  please  to  inform  us  who  were.  And 
yet  you  have  the  assurance  to  say,  p.  464,  "  To  me 
it  is  matter  of  astonishment  that  any  one  can  read 
some  of  the  passages  which  Dr.  Priestley  himself  has 
produced  from  Athenagoras,  Tatian,  TertuUian,  and 
others,  and  not  perceive  that  this  notion  was  common 
to  all  those  writers,  and  is  the  principle  upon  which 
all  they  have  said  upon  the  subject  rests/' 

In  a  later  period,  when  the  idea  of  the  equality  of 
the  Son  to  the  Father  was  advanced,  the  orthodox  di« 
irines  were  obliged  to  give  up"  their  opinion  of  thew^- 
bintary  generation  of  the  Son>  and  to  make  his  eadst* 
tnce  as  necessary  as  that  of  the  Father  himself;  bot 
still  their  idea  was  not  the  same  with  your  Lordship's, 
viz.  that  it  was  the  necessajy  result  of  the  Father  cm* 
templatingy  that  is,  viewing  himself.  This  is  a  pecu- 
liar mode  of  necessary  origination,  for  which  your  Lord* 
ship  finds  no  colour  till  you  come  to  a  much  later  j^ 
nod  than  that  of  the  Platonic  Others ;  and  after  ail  it 
is  no  more  than  a  colour  that  you  find  in  the  writiogi 
of  any  theologians  for  this  curious  and  singular  nodoo* 
Basil,  you  find,  says  that  the  Son  came  forth  from  »• 
lellectj  as  no  doubt  he  must  if  he  came  from  tk 
Deity  J  who  is  generally  represented  as  pure  intellect  i 
but  he  does  not  say  that  this  coming  forth  was  a  n^ 
eessary  consequence  of  the  Father's  contempbiti»i 
himself. 
.  from  the  £ithers  you  pass  to  the^cAo#/M»>*  bo^ 
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from  none  of  them  do  you  produce  any  quotation  at 
all ;  nor  does  your  Lordship's  general  account  of  their 
opinions,  even  in  your,  own  words,  imply  that  any  of 
them  had  that  precise  idea  which  you  have  given  out. 
For  generation  by  intellect^  or  by  willy  h  not  suffi- 
ciently definite  for  your  purpose. 

Coming  down  lower  in  your  laborious  search  after 
nonsense  than  the  Council  of  Trent,  you  do,  I  ac-' 
knowledge,  find  a  similarity  to  your  opinion  in  words* 
For  in  the  Catechismus  ad  Parochos,  p.  467,  you  find 
menrion  made  of  "  a  wonderful  fecundity  of  God  the 
Father,  that  by  contemplating  and  exerting  his  intelli- 
gence upon  ♦himself  he  begets  a  Son,  the  exact  coun- 
terpairt   and  equal  of  himself."     But  here  the  word 
contemplating  means  only  thinkings  and  not  a  mere 
viewing  of  himself ^  which  is  the  idea  that  your  Lord- 
^ip's  language  suggests ;  nor  is  this  exerting  of  inieU 
ligence  upon  itself  by  which  the  Son  was  begotten, 
said,  or  intimated  to  be,  necessary ;  which  your  Lord« 
^ip  makes  it  to  have  been.  The  other  passages  which 
you  quote  are  all  of  them  from  writers  subsequent  to 
the  Council  of  Trent,  (which,  I  own,  I  was  not  much 
acquainted  with,  and  which  it  is  probable  your  Lord- 
ship knew  as  little  of  as  myself,  till  you  found  it  neces* 
sary  to  look  out  for  some  authority  or  other,  modem 
if  not  ancient,  for  your  curious  imagination,)  and  ex- 
press no  more  than  this :  none  of  them  therefore  are  at 
all  to  your  purpose. 

But  supposing  that  these  writers  should  have  had 
the  same  idea  with  your  Lordship,  my  ignorance  of 
this  circumstance,  would  not,  as  you  say,  p  464^ 
•*  evince  my  ignorance  of  the  religious  opinions  of 
every  age,  and  how  much  the  oldest  things  are  noveU 
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ties  to  me ;"  but  only  my  ignorance  of  such  things  as 
I  imagine  our  readers  will  think  to  be  hardly  worth 
knowing.  In  all  christian  antiquity^  to  which  my  in- 
quiries have  been  chiefly  confined,  no  such  idea  as 
yojirs  occurs.  Your  Lordship  is  obliged  to  go  even 
beyond  the  age  of  the  schoolmen  for  something  only 
like  it ;  so  that  I  was  abundantly  justified  in  saying 
that,  on  reading  your  account,  *'  I  fancied  myself  got 
back  to  the  darkest  of  the  dark  ages,  or  at  least  that  I 
was  reading  Peter  Lombard,  Thomas  Aquinas,  or  Duns 
Scotqs."  • 

You  do  very  well,  my  Lord,  to  forbear  quoting  any 
of  those  texts  of  scripture  {ihoM^  you  ^ay,  p.  461, 
"  many  phrases  of  holy  writ  seem  to  you  to  allude  to 
it,")  on  which  you  are  of  opinion  that  this  "  curious 
notiqn  seems  to  be  founded**  You  might  well  ^wp^ 
pose  that  you  had  already  afforded  the  prophane  too 
much  matter  for  their  diversion. 

I  also  cannot  help  commending  your  prudence  in 
saying,  p.  476,  ",  about  the  truth  of  the  opinion  I 
bave  declared  that  I  will  not  dispute,  and  I  shall  keep 
my  word."  It  is  much  better  to  acknowledge  an  error 
tacitly y  by  giving  up  the  -defence  of  it  where  it  is  most 
necessary,  than  not  to  acknowledge  it  at  all. 

.As  your  Lordship,  however,  has  thought  proper  to 
bring  this  curious  subject  once  more  before  the  public, 
I  wish  you  bad  not  contented  yourself  with  endeavour- 
ing to  find  authorities  for  your  opinion  among  authors 
V?hich,  if  they  could  be  found,  would  only  be  treated 
V^ith  ridicule,  but  have  answered  my  other  queries  ne- 
cessarily arising  from  it.  A  reductio  ad  absurdum  is 
ialways  deemed  a  sufficient  refutation  of  any  proposi- 
tion.   Now,  among  other  things,  I  ob$erved>  that  tf 
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the  Father's  contemplation  of  his  perfections  neces* 
sarily  produced  a  Son,  this  Son,  being  in  all  respects 
equal  to  the  Father^  and  consequently  having  the  same 
perfections  to  contemplate,  and  of  course  the  same 
power  of  contemplation,  must  have  produced  another 
Son. 

That  you  may  the  more  distinctly  perceive  the  force 
of  this  reasoning,  I  shall  repeat  concerning  the  Son 
what  you  say  of  the  Father ;  since  you  must  allow 
that,  mutatis  mutandisj  it  must  be  equally  just  in  one 
case  as  the  other,  ^*  As  the  Son  ever  was,  his  perfec- 
tions have  ever  been ;  and  his  intellect  has  been  ever 
active.  But  perfections  which  have  ever  been  the  ever 
active  intellect  must  ever  have  contemplated ;  and  the 
contemplation  which  has  ever  beeil  must  ever  have  been 
accompanied  with  its  just  e£Fect,  the  personal  existence 
of  a  Son,**  which  in  this  case  will  be  z  grandson. 

The  same  reasoning  will  equally  apply  to  the  Holy 
Spirit ;  so  that  this  divine  person  also,  by  the  contemf 
plation  of  his  perfections,  must  produce  a  son ;  and 
the  same  being  true  of  all  the  sons,  and  grandsons,  and 
great  grandsons,  fee.  &c.  &c.  of  these  divine  persons, 
(to  say  nothing  of  the  necessary  repetition  of  the  same 
process  with  respect  to  them  all,)  we  have  here  a  source 
of  multiplication  of  divine  persons  ad  infinitum ;  and 
.whstt  expedient  you  can.  apply  to  stop  the  progress  of 
this  wonderful  fecundity^  when  there  is  danger  of  its 
exceeding  its  just  bounds,  your  Lordship  does  not  say. 
This,  you  will  say,  is  burlesquing  a  grave  subject.  But, 
tny  Lord,  it  is  yourself  who  have  burlesqued  it,  and 
not  I;  and  your  Lordship  alone  is  answerable  for  all  the 
ridicule  which*  your  officious  explanation  has  brought 
upoa  the  doctrine,  and  upon  yourself.    If  a  man  witt 
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say  ridiculous  things,  he  must  be  content  to  be ,  the: 
subject  of  ridicule.  This  I  hope  will  be  a  caution  to 
you  in  future,  especially  if  you  shpuld  feel  yourself 
tempted  to  enter  into  any  similar  explanation  of  the. 
miraculous  conception. 

Your  Lordship  had  done  much  better  to  have  kept; 
to  the  original  idea  of  the  Platonic  fathers,  which  was^ 
not  that  the  generation  of  the  Son  was  the  necessary,^ 
or  voluntary,  effect  of  any  exertion  of  the  Father's  in- 
tellect, but  that  he  was  that  intellect^  or  his  reason, 
itself.     This  appears  to  have  been  very  nearly  the  idea 
of  Bishop  Sherlock,  who  says  that  the  Son  is  th^  Fa-^ 
ther*s  re/lex  knowledge;    so  that  he  understood  the 
doctrine  of  the  Platonic  fathers  much  better  than  your 
Lordship.     To  this,  however,  one  of  his  answerers  in, 
the  tJnitarian  Tracts,  vol.  i.  makes  a  very  pertinent 
reply,  similar  to  what  I  have  just  observed  with  respect, 
to  your  Lordship  s  peculiar  idea.  *^  But  the  Son,"  says 
he,  ^'  being  an  infinite  and  iQOst  perfect  mind,  is  un- 
doubtedly  able  to  reflect  upon  his  own  wisdom  a^d 
knowledge ;  and  thus,  as  well  as  the  Father,  to  begets 
a  son ;   and  this  second  son  in  the  trinity  may,  by  the 
same  means  and  reason,  beget  another,  and  so  onwardS) 
to  infinity.   Thus,  according  to  this  maxim,  that  what 
are  faculties  in  us  are  persons  in  God,  there  may  be,» 
nay  there  must  be,  an  infinity  number  of  persons  i^ 
G9d.     Apage!"     A  Defence  of  the  brief  History  of; 
the  Unitarians  against  Dr.  Sherlock's  Answer  in  hJS; 
Vindication  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  p.  28. 

If  I  could  suppose  that  your  Lordship  had  ever 
looked  into  such  books  as  these  Unitarian  Tracts, 
which  have  been  published  about  a  century,  I  C0ui4. 
almost  think  that  you  had  borrowed  yo\ir  idea  froifti 


i  - 


LORD  BISHOP  OF  ST.  DAVID's.         441- 

this  anonymous  answerer  of  Bishop  Sherlock,  who. 
puts  that  construction  upon  his  words,  though  t|)ey  do 
not  appear  to  me  necessarily  to  imply  what  he  deduces: 
from  them.  For  he  supposes,  with  your  Lordship,: 
that  the  Son  was  produced  hy  ^.reflection  upon  the^ 
Fathers  knowledge \  whereas  the  Bishop  makes  him 
to  be  his  reflex  knowledge  itself. 

As  to  what  your  Lordship  says  of  my  rash  defiance^' 
which  [  have  again  the  rashness  to  repeat,   let  our 
riders  now  judge.     "  Dr.  Priestley's  rash  defiance,- 
p.  476^  I  may  place  among  the  specimens  with  which, 
his  Hisitory,  and  his  Letters  to  me  abound,  X)f  his  in* 
competency  in  this  subject,  and  of  the  eflfrontery  of 
that  incurable  ignorance,  which  is  ignorant  even  of  its 
own  want  of  knowledge/'     Many  persons  will  be  of. 
opinion  that  the  ignorance  (which  your  Lordship  de- 
scribes as  itself  ignorant)  and  also  that  the  ejffrontery^ 
(or  boldness^  which  I  suppose  is  itself  bold^)  of  which 
you  here  speak  are,  indeed,  to  their  great  surprise,  to 
be  found  somewhere:   but  it  will  now  be  evident  that- 
they  are  not  with  me. 

As  this  letter  relates  to  a  subject  which  many  per- 
sons will  not  be  able  to  contemplate  with  much  gravity^* 
I  ^hall  subjoin  to  it  another  article  of  a  similar  nature.^ 

This  controversy  affords  many  instances  of  different 
persons  being  very  differently  affected  by  the  same  re- 
presentation of  things.  Your  Lordship  says  in  youf 
Note,  p.  49,    That  God  saying  Let  us  make  man^ 

_  « 

Gen.  i.  26.  "  describes  a  consultation  between  the  per- 
sons of  the  Godhead,"  and  that  "  this  is  shown  with 
great  brevity,  but  with  the  highest  degree  of  evidence 
andi)erspicuity,  by  Dr.  Kennicott.'*  Now,  my  Lord,' 
had  any  person  besides  a  Trinitarian  suggested  the  ide% 
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of  any  thing  that  could  be  called  a  consultation^  being  - 
held  by  the  three  persons  in  the  Godhead,  you  would 
have  said  that  it  was  blasphemous 'y  since  a  consultation 
among  different  persons  implies  a  previous  ignorance 
of  each  other's  sentiments,  and  something  like  debate  ^ 
and  consequently  difference  of  opinion ;  and  that  in  a 
consultation  among  three  persons,  if  a  proposal  did 
not  please  any  one  of  them,  the  other  two  would  carry 
it  by  a  majority.  But,  the  idea  being  suggested  by  your* 
selves,  you  see  nothing  absurd  in  what  is  most  obvi- 
ously and  most  ridiculously  so. 

I  would  further  observe,  that  a  consultation  among 
the  person^  of  the  trinity  clearly  supposes  the  same 
distinction  in  these  persons  as  that  which  subsists  in 
^ny  three  men,  each  of  whom  has  a  train  of  think- 
ing peculiar  to  himself,  and  independent  of  those  trains 
that  are  going  on  in  the  minds  of  the  other  twp;  so 
that,  whatever  they  be  called^  they  must  in  reality  be 
three  Gods.  If,  however,  such  a  consultation  may^ 
•'  with  the  highest  degree  of  evidence^  and  even  j&er- 
spicuiti/j*  as  your  Lordship  says,  be  inferred  from  this 
phraseology  of  Moses,  is  it  not  a  little  extraordinary 
that  no  Jew  ever  made  the  same  inference  from  the 
passage?  I  am,  &c. 


LETTER   IX. 

Of  the   Church  of  Orthodox   Jewish   Christians  at 
Jerv^alem^  and  of  the  Veracity  of  Origen. 

My  Lord, 

Jl  o  make  it  appear  at  all  probable  that  the  doctrine  of 
the  trinity  was  taught  by  the  apostles^  your  Lordshi)p 
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has  very  justly  thought  it  necessary  to  find  it  among 
the  Jewish  converts^  who  cannot  be  supposed  to  have 
altogether  abandoned  the  faith  which  they  received 
from  them.  That  many  of  them  were  so  far  from  re- 
ceiving this  doctrine  that  they  held  it  in  abhorrence, 
you  cannot  deny ;  but  your  Lordship  maintains  that, 
notwithstanding  this,  there  was  a  church  of  Trinita- 
rian Jews  at  Jerusalem  even 'subsequent  to  the  time  of 
Adrian;  and  because  what  Origen,  who  must  have 
known  the  fact,  says  concerning  the  Jewish  christians 
is  inconsistent  with  such  a  supposition,  you  scruple  not 
to  call  him  a  wilful  liar.  To  silence  "  an  adversary/' 
.  you  say,  (Letters,  p.  260 )  "  he  had  recourse  to  the 
wilful  and  deliberate  allegation  of  a  notorious  false- 
Jiood*/* 

'-'  Origen  evidently  makes  all  the  Jewish  christians  to 
have  been  Ebionites^  and  the  Ebionites  to  have  been 
of  two  kinds^  viz.  those  who  held  the  doctrine  of  the 
miraculous  conception,  and  those  who  denied  it ;  but 
he  says  that  neither  of  them  admitted  the  divinity  of 
Christ.  So  positive  a  testimony  as  this,  from  so  re- 
spectable a  character,  (the  most  so,  I  will  venture  ta 
say,  that  his  age,  or  that  any  age  can  boast,)  one  would 
have  thought  could  not  have  failed  to  have  some  weight 
with  persons  who  had  not  entirely  bid  farewell  to 
shame,  and  who  were  not  determined  to  support  a 
hypothesis  at  anij  rate.  It  is  not  only  the  testimony 
of  a  man  of  the  greatest  purity  of  character  in  all  re- 
spects, but  delivered  in  the  face  of  all  the  world,  who 
could  not  but  have  known  it  to  be  a  falsehood  if  it  had 

*  As  this  is  nothing  less  than  the  Ue  direct,  it  may  be  well  for 
his  Lordship  of  St.  David*8  that  Origen  is  not  now  livings  and  ac<» 
tuatecl  by  the  modem  notions  of  honour. 
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been  one ;  and  therefore  could  not  have  had  any  othef 
effect  than  to  expose  himself.  It  is  in  fact  to  suppose 
that  a  man  of  the  greatest  integrity  in  the  world  would 
tell  a  lie  in  circumstances  m  which  the  greatest  liar 
would  have  told  the  truth. 

This  account  which  Origen  has  given  of  the  Ebio-*^ 
nites  is  also  given  by  him  as  an  express  coptradictioa 
to  what  his  adversary  had  said  with  respect  to  a  known 
fact  J  his^  ignorance  of  which  he  is  exposing.  Would 
he^  then,  have  knowingly  exposed  himself  to  the  charge 
of  purposely  misrepresenting  the  very  thing  which  hewa» 
there  charging  his  enemy  with  misrepresenting  ?  More^ 
over,  this  treatise  of- Origen  was  written  by  him  late  in  . 
life,  and  is  the  most  elaborate  of  all  his  compositions ; 
so  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  its  having  been  writtea 
with  the  greatest  circumispection.  It  is  a  defence  of 
Christianity,  then  persecuted,  against  the  heathens  who 
were  its  pei^secutors.  In  these  circumstances^  would 
not  a  heathen  philosopher  have  rejoiced  to  expose  such 
a  writer  as  Origen,  and  the  cause  in  which  he  was  en- 
gaged ;  glad  as  the  heathens  always  were  to  load  the 
christians  with  unmerited  calumnies  of  the  most  atro* 
cious  kind  ? 

If  ever  any  man  had  a  motive  to  keep  himself  withia 
the  bounds  of  truth,  it  was  Origen  in  this  particular 
case,  a  man  who  was  considered  as  at  the  head  of  the 
christians,  and  of  whom  the  greatest  men  which  that 
and  the  following  age  produced,  such  as  Dionysius  o£ 
Alexandria,  Firmilian  of  Cappadocia,  and  Gregory  of 
Neocaesarea,  were  the  greatest  admirers.  Would  such 
men  as  these  have  been  so  wonderfully  attached,  as 
they  are  known  to  have  been^  to  Origen^  if  he  bad 
been  a  wilful  liar  ? 
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Can  it  then  be  supposed  that  such  a  man  as  this,  in 
the  circumstances  in  which  he  wrote,  would  have  as- 
serted concerning  the  Jewish  christians  in  general,  that 
they  were  all  Unitarians,  though  some  of  them  were 
believers  in  the  miraculous  conception,  if  it  had  been 
notorious  (as,  if  it  had  been  true,  it  must  have  been, ) 
that  there  was  then  existing  a  whole  church  of  Trini« 
iarian  Jewish  christians  in  Judaea,  the  country  in  which 
he  resided  a  great  part  of  his  time,  and  in  which  he 
probably  wrote  this  very  treatise  ?  Such  a  church,  espe* 
cially  in  Jerusalem,  could  not  but  have  been  highly  re* 
^pected,  as  the  common  mother  of  all  christian  churches. 
Could  he  also  have  said  of  these  Jewish  christians  that 
they  adhered  to  the  peculiar  laws  of  their  ancestors^ 
when  it  could  not  but  have  been  equally  notorious  that 
they  had  deserted  them  ? 

If  we  look  into  history,  we  shall  find  no  mention  of 
any  such  church  of  Trinitarian  Jewish  christians  who 
had  abandoned  the  institutions  of  Moses,  or  of  the 
bishops  of  it,  though  m^ny  transactions  are  recorded 
m  which  they  could  not  but  have  been  concerned  i» 
common  with  other  churches  and  their  bishops.  And 
if  these  Jewish ,  christi^is  formed  a  church,  it  must 
have  been  separate  from  the  Greek  church,  and  have 
had  separate  bishops ;  for  the  congregation  could  not 
have  understood  the  Greek  language. 

This  circumstance  your  Lordship  entirely  over- 
looked when  you  asserted.  Letters,  p.  59y  that  these 
Hebrew  christians  were  of  the  ".church  of  Jerusalem,- 
when  tharchurch  was  under  the  government  of  bishops 
of  the  uncircumcision."  What  conne3don  could  they^ 
have  with  a  church  the  public  service  of  which  they 
could  not  have  understood  ?    Worshipping  in  an  un^ 
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kno^n  tongue  was  hardly  introduced  at  so  early  a  pe^ 
riod.  And  least  of  all  can  it  be  supposed  that  the  Jews 
would  have  abandoned  a  language  so  respectable  for  its 
antiquity  and  sacredness  as.  their  own,  for  the  Greek 
or  any  other  whatever, 

AH  the  accounts  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  by 
Adrian  are  such  as  are  absolutely  inconsistent  with  the 
supposition  of  the  existence  of  any  such  church.  They 
all  say,  that  after  this  event  no  Jew^  without  making 
any  exception  in  favour  of  christian  Jews,  was  allowed 
to  remain  in  the  place;  and  they  expressly  speak- of 
the  new  church  which  was  formed  in  the  place,  as  con^ 
sisting  wholly  of  Gentiles^  persons  who  made  use  of 
the  Greek  language,  Marcus  being  their  first  bishop^ 
All  modern  historians  of  credit,  such  as  Fleury  and 
Tillemont,  as  much  interested  as  yourself  to  find  an 
orthodox  Jewish  church  at  Jerusalem,  or  any  where 
f  Ise,  understood  these  historians  exactly  as  I  do. 

To  this  mass  of  evidence  from  the  clearest  facts  and 
the  strongest  probabilities,  your  Lordship  opposes  what 
is  most  likely  to  have  been  a  mere  idle  story  picked  up 
by  Epiphanius,  of  Aquila  (the  same  who  translated  the. 
scriptures  from  Hebrew  into  Greek)  being  appointed, 
by  Adrian  to  purvey  the  works  which  he  was  erecting 
at  Jerusalem,  and  being  converted  to  Christianity  by. 
Jews  who  had  returned  from  Pella;  though  he  expressly, 
says  that  this  return  was  after  the  destruction  of  Jeru* 
salem  by  the  Romans,  and  not  after  the  dispersion  by 
Adrian. 

You  now  say,  p.  87 1 ,  "  But  the  question  is  not  at 
what  time  the  Jewish  christians  whom  Aquila  found  at 
^lia  had  returned  thither,  but  at  what  time  he  con-. 
versed  with  them.    Epiphapius  says  h^  conversed  with^ 
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them  at  the  time  that  he  was  superintendant  of  Adrian's 
works  at  ^lia.  At  that  time,  therefore,  there  were 
Hebrew  christians  settled  at  ^lia,  or  they  could  not 
then  have  conversed  with  Aquila/' 

But  surely,  my  Lord,  as  I  observed  before,  (Third 
Set  of  Letters,  p.  368,)  though  you  have  not  thought 
proper  to  notice  it,  "  it  must  be  of  consequence  to  this 
argument  to  know  whether  Aquila  was  residing  at  Je« 
rusalem  after  the  destruction  of  that  city  by  Adrian  ; 
and  this  is  more  than  Epiphanius  says,  or  is  at  all  pro* 
bable  in  itself.  For  the  rebuilding  of  Jerusalem  by 
Adrian,  in  which  Aquila  is  supposed  to  have  been  em* 
ployed  by  him,  was  undertaken  in  the  thirteenth  year 
x)f  his  reign,  a  year  before  the  revolt  of  the  Je^ea,  -an3 
it  was  not  till  the  eighteenth  of  Adrian  tb^  they  were 
entirely  subdued.** 

Your  Lordship  may  well  say  ^at  I  have  embar« 
rassed  your  argument  with  chronological  difficulties  j 
and  when  chronology  is  against  a  inan,  he  is  naturally 
against  chronology.  Find,  if  you  can,  any  evidence 
of  Adrian  carrying  on  any*  works  at  Jerusalem  after 
the  destruction  of  that  city  by  him;  or  find,  if  you 
can,  in  any  writer,  of  more  or  less  credit,  the  mention 
of  Aquila,  or  of  any  Jew  whatever,  employed  by  Adrian 
or  not,  as  residing  in  Jerusalem  after  that  event.  Your 
argument  requires  that  there  should  be  both  christian 
Jews,  and  Aquila  to  be  converted  by  them,  at  a  period 
when  I  assert,  on  the  authority  of- all  ancient  historians,^ 
and  in  no  contradiction  even  to  Epiphanius,  your  own 
authority,  that  neither  Aquila  to  be  converted,  nor  any 
Jewish  christians  to  convert  him,  could  have  been  in 
the  place.  Let  the  reader  now  judge  which  of  us  two 
gets  rid  of  our  difBculties,  as  you  say,  p.  871,  *'  by 
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liiaking  positive  testimony  submit  to  our  theories.^ 
-What  I  say  is  from  the  clearest  and  most  indisputable 
testimony ;  and  what  you  say  is  from  theory  only^  un- 
supported by  any  testimony  whatever,  nay  in  direct  con- 
tradiction to  every  testimony  which  those  times  furnish. 

"  I  maintain/*  you  say,  p.  371,  "  that  there  is  no 
reason  to  believe  that  the  Hebrew  christians  quietly 
settled  at  iElia  before  the  Jewish  rebellion  were  in- 
cluded in  Adrian's  edict  for  the  banishment  of  the 
Jews/'  But  were  not  Hebrew  christiatis  Hebretvs,  or 
Jewsf'2iT\d  were  not  all  thd  Jews^  without  any  di- 
stinction of  christians  or  no  christians,  banished  both 
from  that  place,  and  from  the  district,  by  Adrian.?* 

Your  Lordship's  attachment  to  theory^  and  your  in- 
attention  to  facts,  in  this  case,  is  not  a  little  curious* 
To  make  Jerusalem  a  safe  asylum  for  the  christian  Jews 
after  the  revolt  oF  their  countrymen,  you  suppose^ 
what  is  indeed  probable  enough,  that  the  christians 
had  no  concern  in  it.  But  that  they  were  noticed  and 
favoured  by  the  emperor  on  that  account,  is  a  mere 
conj^rcttwe.  You  add  that,  "  had  they  not  discarded 
the  Jewish  rites  they  might  have  been  mistaken  for 
Jews  ;*'  and  therefore,  following  your  theory,  accord- 
ing to  which  they  were  not  mistaken  for  Jews^  and 
neglecting  a]l  authority  from  fact,  and  contrary  both 
to-all  probability  and  the  uniform  testimony  of  all  anti- 
quity, you  say  they  had  discarded  those  rites ;  which  is 
nothing  more  than  an  inference  from  a  conjecture. 

On  the  contrary,  all  antiquity  says  that  the  Ii^wi^ 
christians,  without  making  any  distinction,  were  rigo- 
rously attached  to  the  observance  of  their  law.  Nothing 
can  be  more  evident  than  that  they  were  so  during  alt 
ihe  time  of  the  apostles;   who  also,  Paul  himself  nc^ 
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ixeepted,  conformed  to  every  punctilio  of  the  Mosaic 
ritual,  and  never  authorized  any  beside  the  Gentile 
converts  to  neglect  it.  A  system  of  peculiar  rites  is,  I 
doubt  not,  to  distinguish  that  remarkable  nation,  chris- 
tians or  not,  to  the  end  of  time;  and  without  being 
confounded  with  the  rest  of  the  world,  they  are  to  be^ 
if  there  be  any  truth  in  prophecy,  the  most  distill* 
guished  nation  upon  earth.  Of  this  I  think  I  have 
given  sufficient  proof  in  the  Theological  Repository^ 
ft  work  from  which  you,  my  Lord^  though  a  bishops 
might  learn  much,  though  it  is  not  probable  you  ever 
^ilL 

After  these  observations  I  submit  the  following 
curious  paragraph  of  your  Lordship's^  p.  499,  to  th^ 
inspection  of  our  readers :     "  The  disturbed  founda^ 
tions  of  the  church  of  ^lia  are  again  settled.     I  could 
wish  to  trust  them  to  their  own  solidity  to  withstand 
any  future  attacks.  I  could  wish  to  take  my  final  leave 
of  this  unpleasing  task  of  hunting  an  uninformed  uor 
candid  adversary  through  the  mazes  of  his  blunders^ 
ftnd  the  subterfuges  of  his  sophistry.  But  I  have  found 
by  the  experience  of  this  conflict,  that  a  person  once 
l<ngaged  in  controversy  is  not  entirely  at  liberty  to 
choose  for  himself  to  what  length  he  will  carry  the  dis- 
{>ute,  and  when  he  will  desist;     I  perceive  that  I  wap 
guilty  of  an  indiscretion  in  discovering  an  early  aversion 
to  the  continuance  of  the  contest.     My  adversary  per* 
haps  would  have  been  less  hardy  in  assertion,  and  more 
circumspect  in  argument^  had  I  not  given  him  reason 
to  expect  that  every  assertion  would  pass  uncontra* 
dieted,  and  every  argument  uncanvassed.  Unambitiouf 
as  I  therefore  still  i-emain  of  the  honour  of  the  last  word^ 
be  k  howef^er  undi^mood  thut,  if  Dn  Priostky  nhiMdd 

2  o 
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think  proper  to  make  any  further  defence,  or  any  new 
attack^  I  am  not  pledged  either  to  reply,  or  be  silent.*' 

My  Lord,  in  humble  imitation  of  your  Lordship's 
-style,  I  will  say,  the  foundations  of  your  church  of 
Trinitarian  Jews  at  Jerusalem,  after  the  time  of  Adrian, 
are  again,  and,  I  will  venture  to  say,  for  ever,  over- 
turned; and  a  church,  the  foundations  of  which  were 
attempted  to  be  laid  on  the  grossest  calumny,  and  on 
the  ruins  of  the  fairest  character  that  christian  history 
has  to  exhibit,  could  not  expect  any  better  fate.  An4 
it  has  fallen  where  it  ought  to  have  done,  on  the  head 
of  the  architect.  To  this  hardiness  of  assertion,  of  an 
uftinformed  and  uncandid  adversary^  it  is  perfectly  in- 
different, to  himself,  whether  your  Lordship  rqJy,  or 
be  silent.  He  only  wishes  to  have  a  reply,  because  he 
is  persuaded  that  the  great  cause  which  you  oppose  will 
be  promoted  by  it.  - 

If  your  Lordship  should  make  a  fresh  attempt  to 
rebuild  this  favourite  church,  I  hope  you  will  lay  its 
foundations  deeper  than  on  an  idle  story  of  Epipha-^ 
nius*  For  it  is  not  very  probable  that  such,  a  m^iii  af 
Aquila,  a  Jew,  and  a  translator  of  the  scriptures,  con* 
isequently  a  studious  and  pious  man,  should  have  been 
employed  by  Adrian  in  superintending  any  works  of 
building  or  for  ti/icaiioni  without  considering  what  you 
add  to  this  account,  or  rather  iii  contradiction  of  it, 
that  this  was  when  all  Jews  were  banished  from  the 
place,  and  Adrian  had  no  works  to  construct  there.  ; 
'  If,  however,  you  will,  for  want  of  a  better,  build 
on  so  precarious  an  authority  as  this,  at  least  take  the 
pains  to  utKierstand  your  author ;  and  also  condescend 
to  give  ^ome  small  d^ree  of  attention  to  the  humble 
subj^t  pf  chronology. .  Otherwise,  bow  pompously 
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and  magisterially  soever  your  Lordship  may  write,  d 
plain  tale  will  be  sufficient  to  put  you  down. 

As  to  your  other  proofs  of  the  want  of  veracity  in 
Origen,  I  am  very  willing  to  abide  by  the  defence  that 
I  Have  already  made  of  him  in  my  Third  Set  of  Letters 
to  you.  Let  our  readers  judge  between  us.  I  shall 
only  observe  that,  supposing  you  to  have  proved  all 
that  you  there  pretend,  it  would  amount  to  nothing 
more  than  such  trifling  oversights  and  inconsistences  as 
the  wisest  and  best  of  men,  and  especially  voluminous 
writers,  must  be  subject  to,  and  such  as  by  no  means 
affect  a  man's  character  for  veracity.  It  is  not  from 
things  of  so  slight  a  nature  as  these  that  you  can  be  au- 
thorized to  suppose,  or  suspect,  that  such  a  man  as 
Origen  would  be  guilty  of  so  flagrant  a  violation  of 
truth  in  the  circumstances  which  I  have  stated,  as  you 
have  had  the  assurance  to  charge  him  with. 

Your  Lordship  now  joins  me  with  Origen^  con- 
sidering us  as  so  much  alike,  that  you  say,  p.  48831 
"  This  art,  which  Dr,  Priestley  is  so  apt  to  employ,  of 
reducing  an  argument  which  he  would  refute  by  well- 
managed  abridgements  to  a  form  in  which  it  may  be 
capable  of  refutation,  indicates  so  near  a  resemblance 
between  the  characters  of  Origen,  and  his  Hyperas^ 
pistes^  in  the  worst  part  of  Origen's,  that  perhaps  I 
might  not  be  altogether  unjustifiable  were  I  to  apply- 
to  the  squire  the  words  which  Mosheim  so  freely  uses 
of  the  knight.  Ego  huic  testi,  etiamsi  jurato, 

QUI  TAM  MANIFESTO  FUMOS  VENDIT,  ME  NON  CRE- 
DITURUM  ESSE  CONFIRMo/' 

To  this  conjunction  of  myself  with  Origen  I  heartily 
say.  Amen.  May  mj  character  be  that  of  this  great? 
man,  with  all  his  faults !  and  then  it  will  be  as  far  re- 

2  q2    ' 
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moved  as  I  wish  it  to  be  from  that  of  the  present  Bishop 
of  St.  David's,  whom  I  scruple  not  once  more  to  call 
(as  I  have  abundantly  proved  the  truth  of  the  accu- 
sation )  a  falsifier  ( though  I  believe  not  a  wilful  falsp* 
fier)  of  history^  and  a  defamer  of  the  character  of 
the  dead. 

To  show  that  I  am  not  ambitious  of  having  the  last 
word,  except  where  I  have  something  of  importance 
Co  add,  I  also  freely  submit  to  our  readers  what  your 
Lordship  has  added  in  your  sixth  Dissertation  con* 
eeming  Jeromes  orthodox  Hebrew  christians^  in  answer 
to  the  fourth  of  my  Third  Set  of  Letters.  That  the 
Ebionites  and  Nazarenes  were  only  two  names  for  the 
same  set  of  people,  and  that  they  were  all,  as  far  as 
Ixre  know,  believers  in  the  simple  humanity  of  Christy 
I  have  abundantly  proved  in  my  History  of  early  Opi* 
nions  concerning  Jesus  Christ ;  and  certainly  your 
Lordship's  not  choosing  to  look  into  that  work  cannot 
be  called  an  answer  to  it.  Till  I  do  see  something  al 
least  plausibly  advanced  in  answer  tawhat  I  have  there 
alleged,  I  shall  think  it  unnecessary  to  say  any  thing 

further  on  the  subject. 

I  am,  &Cv 


LETTER  I. 

The  Conelusioru 
My  Lord, 

JL  H I  s  controvetsy  will,  I  hope,  teach  your  Lordship 
and  others,  that  whatever  eflfect  a  bold,  contemptuous^ 
a&d  imposing  manner  may  have  ia  convertatum^  it  is 
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attended  with  no  lasting  advantage  in  writings  whex^ 
the  big  words  and  hlughty  airs  may  be  examined  at 
leisure,  and  their  insignificance  be  seen  through.  Your 
Lordship*s  insolence  has  exceeded  that  of  Warburton; 
but  even  his  learning  was  not  able  to  gain  any  lasting 
credit  to  the  strange  paradoxes  that  he  advanced.  They 
served  to  amuse  his  cotemporaries,  but  are  now  almost 
sunk  into  oblivion.  What,  then,  will  be  the  fate  of 
your  Lordship's  paradoxical  assertions,  still  more  ex* 
travagant  than  his,  advanced  with  greater  effrontery^ 
and  yet  destitute  of  the  least  support  in  a  real  know* 
ledge  of  antiquity  ? 

On  some  of  the  subjects  <xi  which  your  Lordship 
advanced  to  the  charge  with  the  greatest  confidence^ 
my  replies  have  been  so  effectual,  that  you  have  not 
attempted  any  defence,  especially  with  respect  of  that 
passage  of  Athanasius,  in  which  he  accounts  for  the 
great  number  of  Unitarians  in  the  age  of  the  apostles^' 
by  saying  that  '*  the  Jewish  christians  were  so  firmly 
persuaded  that  their  Messiah  was  to  be  a  mere  man^ 
that  the  apostles  themselves  were  obliged  to  use  great 
caution  in  divulging  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of 
Christ/'  This  was  the  construction  that  Beausobre, 
Dr.  Lardner,  and  I  believe  every  other  person  who  has 
quoted  the  passage^  put  upon  it,  though,  contrary  to 
all  probability,  you  have  maintained  that  he  meant  the 
unbelieving  Jews  only,  with  respect  to  whom  the  ob-* 
servation  was  wholly  impertinent. 
'  I  have  clearly  shown,  by  a  series  of  quotations  from 
writers  of  a  very  early  to  those  of  a  very  late  period, 
diat  what  I  have  ascribed  to  Athanasius  was  the  idea 
of  the  christian  writers  in  general,  and  especially  that 
of  Chrysostom;  so  that  I  think  it  will  hardly  be  dis» 
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puted  again ;  and  yet  what  exclamations  did  not  you 
and  your  worthy  ally,  Mr.  Badcock,  make  upon  thit 
subject,  as  if  I  wilfully  misconstrued  the  passage !  But 
they  were  the  exclamations  of  ignorance. 

On  this  subject  your  Lordship  has  very  prudently 
chosea  to  be  silent.  An  ingenuous  mind,  however, 
would  candidly  acknowledge  the  force  of  an  argumetil: 
to  which  he  was  not  able  to  reply.  It  has  more  than 
once  been  done  by  Dr.  Price,  but  not  once  by  the  Bi- 
shop of  St.  David's;  and  this  is  a  circumstance  that 
marks  greatness  of  mind  in  the  one,  and  littleness  m 
the  other.  ♦ 

I  shall  further  observe,  at  the  close  of  this  set  of 
Letters,  that  the  haughtiness  your  Lordship  has  as- 
sumed as  a  churchman,  and  the  contempt  with  which 
you  have  always  aflFected  to  speak  of  Dissenters,  does 
not  become  a  man  whose  grandfather,  if  I  have  not 
been  misinformed,  was  a  dissenting  minister,  and  whose 
father  was  educated  for  one.  But  perhaps  this  very 
circumstance  may  lead  to  the  true  cause  of  the  phae- 
nomenon ;  for  such  is  its  operadon  on  some  minds, 
^bere  the  suspicion  of  a  leaning  to  an  old  connexion 
will  naturally  fall,  they  think  they  can  never  do  enough 
to  guard  against  that  suspicion.* 
i  This  controversy,  I  imagine,  has  not  tended  to  re- 
commend the  Dissenters  to  your  Lordship.  It  is  said 
that  since  you  have  been  Bishop  of  St.  David*s  you 
have  refused  to  ordain  any  person  educated  in  the 
school  of  a  Dissenter,  jparticularly  a  most  respectable 
pne,  which  has  supplied  the  diocese  with  many  of.  its 
most  valuable  clergymen ;  alleging  that,  though  they 
had  received  nothing  more  than  classical  learning  from 
Dissenters^  they  would  be  too  friendly  to  them.    It 
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looks  as  if.  in  every  Dissenter  ybtir  Lordship  dreaded 
.  a  scourge  to  yourself*  Your  Lordship's  diocese,  how* 
ever,  is  said  to  abound  with  them,  and  on  this  account 
you  will  probably  consider  it  as  another  Augean  stable* 
But  it  is  not  a  Hercules  that  is  sent  to  it ;  and  I  will 
venture  to  predict  that  the  number  of  Dissenters  will 
not  be  lessened  by  your  Lordship's  means,  any  more 
than  the  number  of.  Unitarians  in  this  country  by  yojir 
controversy  with  me. 

.  Some  time  ago  your  Lordship  advertised  something 
on  the  subject  of  the  Corporation  and  Test  Acts^  but 
it  was  suppressed.  Now  is  the  time  to  bring  it  for- 
ward ;  and  we  Dissenters  wish  much  to  see  it ;  not 
doubting  but  that,  like  every  other  production  of  yoqr 
Lordship's  pen,  it  will,  with  respect  both  to  sentiment 
and  language^  be  a  curiosity  of  its  kipd. 

From  the  manner  in  which  I  have  taken  the  liberty 
to  address  your  Lordship  qn  every  subject  on  which 
you  have  thought  proper  to  resume  the  controversy  be- 
tween us,  (and  having  had  your  choice,  it  cannot  be 
doubted  but  that  you  have  aimed  at  what  you  thought 
to  be  the  most  vulnerable  paris^)  your  Lordship  may 
be  confident  that  it  will  be  taken  for  granted  that  you 
will  make  a  reply,  if  you  think  it  possible  to  make  one 
with  effect ;  especially  as  you  now  say  that  you  are  no 
longer  pledged  to  b^  silent,  and  you  condemn  your 
former  imprudence  in  prem?iti3rely  declaring  that  you 
would  not  continue  this  controversy. 
.  Come  forth  then  again,  my  Lord^  and  to  all  your 
powers  of  language  be  pleased  to  add  those  of  argw* 
pient.  If  you  have  hitherto  only  trifled,  as  an  indolent 
man  naturally  might  do,  with  an  uniriformed  adversary 
unfortunately  ignorant  of  his  own  ignorance,  (in  which. 
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however^  your  LcH-defaip  has  obligingly  taken  some  pains 
to  instruct  hicn^)  trifle  no  longer.  Tou  must  by  this 
time  have  seen  the  inconvenience  of  it.  To  use  your 
own  high  Platonic  language.  Come  forth  with  the  ful) 
projecUon  of  all  your  energies^  and,  if  possible,  over- 
whelm me  at  once.  Consider,  my  Lord,  that  while,  in 
the  late  war,  America  was  thus  trifled  with,  it  was  lost ; 
and  take  warning  by  that  example.  That,  my  Lord^ 
was  a  fatal  blow  to  your  system  oi diocesan  epucnpacy^ 
dnd  an  unanswerable  argument  against  all  that  you  can 
allege  in  favour  of  the  necessity,  or  expediency,  of  the 
establishment  of  any  form  of  religion  by  civil  power. 

Build  once  more,  if  your  Lordship  can  any  where 
find  materials,  your  favourite  church  of  orthodox  Jewish 
christians '  at  Jerusalem,  or  assail  once  more  the  cha-s 
racter  of  Origen.  Bring  new  arguments  to  prove  that 
Tertullian*s  idiotce  were  English  idiots^  or  describe  the 
curious  process  by  which  a  father  may  generate  a  son 
by  contemplating  his  own  perfections.  You  have  to. 
^ics  enow,  my  Lord,  before  you,  and  some  of  them 
must  not  be  unworthy  of  your  Lordship's  wonderful 
talents. 

As  a  stimulus  to  your  Lordship,  and  otbm  in  your 
church  who  ought  to  be  equally  zealous  in  the  cause 
^  orthodoxy,  I  shall  remind  you  of  the  animated  ex» 
hortation  to  the  study  of  the  christian  fathers  with 
which  Cave  concludes  the  Prolegomena  to  his  Hktoriti^ 
Liter  aria. 

Having  shown  the  importance  of  these  studies  with 
respect  to  the  Catholics ^  he  adds,"**  Nor*  are  new  a^•^ 

*  Neque  ad  prosequendum  hoc  nobile  instttutum  novanobi* 
drscint  argumenta,  prsesertim  ab  iofau^ta  ilia  ingeniorqni  nosti^ 
teiuporis  in  xano^o^iav  prurigine  quae  tot  antiquas  haereses  ecclesiae 
Catholics  judiclo  consiaBter  damnatas^  ab  orco  revocavit.    Fo* 
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giKpeitts  wanting  to  the  prosecution  of  these  studies, 
espeiiially  from  the  unhappy  itch  of  heterodoxy  in  per* 
sons  of  our  own  age,  which  has  revived  so  many  an« 
cieut  heresies  which  had  been  constantly  condemned 
by  the  church.  The  disciples  of  Arius,  or  rather  of 
Photinu$>  are  extending  themselves  every  where.  See** 
iXkg  their  cause  condemned  by  the  tribunal  of  the  pri« 
mitive  church,  they  attack  antiquity  itself,  and  trample 
upon  the  venerable  witnesses  of  the  primitive  faith. 

*^  The  Nicene  creed  is  a  constant  beam  in  the  eyes 
of  tbe^e  men,  and  they  treat  Athanasius,  Hilary,  and 
the  other  champions  of  it,  worse  than  -dogs  or  serpents. 

niceria  sua  longe  lateque  noper  apad  nos  dilatarunt  ^mosissiml 
b«Feaiarcb9  Ale&andrmi  discipali,  seu  Phottai  potius  gregales  et' 
aaseclae  i  qui  cam  videant  pro  veteria  ecclesiae  tribunali  se  causam 
Buaro  su$:inerenon  posse^  in  ipsam  insurgunt  antiquitatem>  et  ve«. 
iwrandos  primaevae  fidei  testes  laoerant,  conculcant,  execrantur. 

Pcipetua  his  bominibus  sudes  in  oculis  Nicaena  fides,  cujus  hyperi*: 
aspistas  Atbanasium>  Hilarium^  &c.  cane  pejus  et  augue  traducuu^* 
odio.  Habent  quidem  suam  quam  jactitant  antiquitatecn,  sed  an- 
tiqui  illias  serpeotis  progeniem.  Saos  babeut  patres,  sed  quos  i 
Ebiouem,  Ceriutbum^  Symaiacburo,  Theodotionem»  Paulum  Sa» 
mosatenum,  Pbotinum,  et  alios.  Hos  venditaDt  praecursores  suos  j 
his  fidei  parentibus  Unitarii  nostri  gloriantur.  Catbolicos  aut  aperte 
rejictont.  aut  eorum  testimonia  sopbisticis  argutiis  illuduat,  aut^  quod : 
caput  est,  in  suas  sspenumero  partes  pertrabere  uituntur. 

£vigilandun)  igitur  studioss  juventuti  totisque  viribus  scriptis  ve^ 
terum  gnaviter  incumbenduoi,  ut  bis  armis  rouniti  adversariomm* 
tela  retundant,  sopbismata  8olvant,etecclesiaBcatbollcflB,ac  proinde 
Angltcanae,  causam  feliciter  propugnent.  State  super  vias  et  videte, 
et  iDterrogate  de  semiiis  antiquts,  quae  sit  via  bona,  et  ambulate  in 
ea.  Jerem.  vi.  IQ,  Haec  nobis  serpenium  latibula  roonstrabit,  baec 
lud  ipsissimum  veritatis  fontem  nos  recta  ducet.  Ciaudam  haec  op- 
timis  TertuUiani  verbis:  De  Praescript.  Hasret.  c.  Xxi.  p.  209.  &l 
haec  ita  sunt,  constat  omnem  doctrinam  quae  cum  ecclesiis  aposto«  • 
licis  matricibus  et  originalibus  fidei  conspiret  veritati  deputandum ; 
sine  dubio  tenentem  quod  ecclestae  ab  apostolis,  apobtoli  a  Cbristo, 
Cbristus  a  Deo  accepit ;  omnem  vero  doqtrinam  de  mendacio  prao^ 
jttdicandam  quae  sapiat  contra  veritatem  ecclesiarum  et  apostolorum 
et  Cbdstiet  Dei. — ibid.  c.  xKXvi.  p.  215.  Age  jam  qui  voles curio« 
aitatem  melius  .execcece  in  lu^otio  jakitis  tuae,  peix:ttr(e  eccksiM, 
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They  however  boast  of  their  antiquity,  but  it  is  the 
oflFspring  of  the  old  serpent.  They  have  their  fathers , 
but  whom  ?  Ebion,  Cerinthus,  Symmachus,  Theodo- 
tion,  Paulus  Samosatensis,  Photinus,  and  others.  These 
they  boast  of  as  their  predecessors,  and  the  fathiers  of 
their  faith.  As  to  the  Catholic  writers,  they  either  re- 
ject them,  elude  the  force  of  their  arguments  by  so- 
phistry, or,  what  is  more  extraordinary,  endeavour  to 
draw  them  over  to  their  party. 

"  Our  studious  youth,  therefore,  must  be  exhorted 
to  be  upon  the  watch,  and  must  apply  with  all  their 
might  to  the  works  of  the  ancients ;  that,  protected  by 

jqx)stolicas^  apuu  quas  ipsse  adhiic  cathedrae  apostolorum  suis  locis 
prfle«ident,  apud  quas  ipsae  authenticae  literae  eorum  recitantur,  so- 
naates  vocem,  et  repraesentantes  faciem  uniuscujusqae.  Advers. 
Marcion,  I.  iv.  c.  5.  p.  415.  Alibique,  In  summa^  si  constat  id  ve- 
rius  quod  prius,  id  prius  quod  et  ab  initio^  id  ab  initio  quod  ab 
apostolis ;  pariter  utique  constabit  id  esse  ab  apostolis  tradituoi, 
quod  apud  ecclesias  apostolorum  fuerit  sacrosanct um. 

His  igitur  armis  optime  instructi  simus,  parati  semper  nostra 
tuert,  iisque  respondere^  qui  tidei  nostras  (quam  rere  primitivam^ 
cathoiicam,  apostoiicam  esse  sancte  profitemur)  rationem  requisi- 
verint.  Neque  enim  is  est  ecciesiae  nostras  status,  ut  pro  summo 
purioris  antiquitatis  tribunali  causani  dicere  defugiamus.  Facessat 
ff  nobis  inatilisomnis  studiorum  ratio,  facessant  difficiles  nugae,  im- 
placabiles  rixae,  leves  et  ludicrse  disputatiunculae ;  aetatem  teramus 
non  in  foro  et  praetoriis,  non  agyrtarum  more  sursum  et  deorsuni 
cursitantes,  non  apud  magnatum  limina  sordidis  obsequiis  gratiam 
et  favorem  aucupantes,  verum  in  rostris,  in  ambone,  intra  biblio* 
thecae  denique  clathros  et  cancellos,  ecciesiae  commodo^  animarum 
8«luti,  antiquitatis  cognitioni,bonisqueliterts  promovendis^  gnaviter 
incumbentes.  Quin  ergo  agite  vosmet  et  ad  sacra  baec  studia  totit 
viribus,  omnibus  nervis  contendite  $  vos,  inquam,  maxime,  qui- 
bus  melior  indoles  et  iiberius  otium;  dignitatibus  ornati,  reditibus 
aucti,  quos  tanquam  meliorum  literarum  praemia  et  cumulatiores 
d^igentiae  stimulos  et  incitamenta  majorum  pietas  consecravit.  Yi« 
geal  apud  nos  pietatis  et  Hcerarum  ecclesiasticarum  studium ;  sint 
in  asterna  memoria  venerandi  ecciesiae  catholicae  patres  ^  sit  scri^ptis 
eorum  summus  honor  et  aestiroatio,  quorum  notitiam  si  haec  quans 
cunturimus  symbola  vel  tantillum  proroovebit>  praeclare  mecom  agi 
putem^  lueque  bonas  boras  bene  coUpcasse  jadicabo. 
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these  arms>  they  may  repel  the  attacks  of  their  adver- 
saries, answer  their  sophistry,  and  successfully  defend 
the  cause  of  the  Catholic,  and  consequently  that  of  the 
English,  church.  Stand  ye  in  the  way  and  see^  and 
ask  for  the  old  paths,  where  is  the  good  way,  and  walk 
therein.  Jeremiah  vi.  16«  These  writings  will  show  us 
the  lurking-holes  of  the  serpents.  These  will  bring  us 
to  the  very  fountain  of  truth. 

^'  I  shall  conclude  with  an  excellent  passage  from 
Tertullian:  ^  If  these  things  be  so,  it  is  plain  that 
whatever  opinion  agrees  with  the  apostolic  churchy, 
where  our  faith  originated,  it  is  to  be  considered  as 
true ;  since  they,  no  doubt,  bold  what  the  church  re« 
ceived  from  the  apostles,  the  apostles  from  Christ,  and 
Christ  from  God.  And  every  doctrine  is  to  be  con-^ 
sidered  zsfolse^  which  is  contrary  to  that  truth  which 
was  taught  by  the  churches,  by  the  apostles,  by  Christ, 
and  by  God.  Tou,  therefore,  who  wish  to  exercise 
your  curiosity  in  things  relating  to  your  salvation,  visit 
the  apostolical  churches,  where  the  chairs  of  the  apo- 
stlea  still  are,  and  where  their  authentic  letters  are  ready 
80  that  you  seem  to  see  and  hear  them  in  person.  D6 
Praescriptidne,  cap.  xxi.  xxxvi.  Upon  the  whole,  if  that 
be  true  which  was  the  most  ancient,  and  that  be  the 
most  ancient  which  was  from  the  beginning,  and  that 
was  from  the  beginning  which  was  from  the  apostles^ 
it  will  be  equally  evident  that  that  was  from  the  apo- 
stles which  is  held  sacred  in  the  apostolical  churches.^ 
Adv*  Marcionem,  1.  iv.  c.  5. 

^^  Furnished  with  these  arms,  let  us  defend  our  own 
principles,  and  answer  those  who  ask  a  reason  of  our 
faith,  which  we  profess  to  be  that  which  is  truly  primi- 
live,  catholicj  and  apostolic    Such  are  our  principles^ 
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diat  we  have  no  reason  to  decline  the  discussion  of  them 
before  the  tribunal  of  the  purest  antiquity.  Let  us  then 
abandon  all  useless  pursuits,  knotty  trifles,  violent  con<» 
tentions,  ridiculous  and  absurd  disputations ;  and  let  us 
pass  our  time,  not  in  places  of  public  business  or  di^. 
version,  running  about  like  buffoons,  attending  the 
levees  of  the  great,  and  courting  their  favour ;  but  ia 
pulpits,  in  cathedral  chairs,  and  in  the  recesses  of  ouv 
libraries;  diligently  applying  to  those  studies  which 
have  for  their  object  the  good  of  the  church,  the  saL- 
yation  of  souls,  the  knowledge  of  antiquity,  and  all  use* 
ful  literature. 

^^  Do  you  especially  apply  to  these  sacred  studies 
with  all  your  noight^  who  are  blessed  with  ability  and 
leisure,  who  are  high  in  rank,  and  in  the  possession  of 
those  emoluments  which  the  piety  of  our  ancestors  has 
consecrated  as  the  rewards  of  useful  learning,  and  ex# 
citements  to  greater  diligence.  Let  us  distinguish  our« 
selves  by  piety  and  sacred  literature.  Let  the  venerable 
fathers  of  the  Catholic  church  be  in  everlasting  re« 
membrance  with  us,  and  let  their  writings  be  held  in 
the  highest  honour  and  esteem.  If  my  writings  shall 
contribute  in  the  least  to  our  better  acquaintance  with 
theirs,  I  shall  think  that  I  have  not  laboured  in  vain." 

This  exhortation  of  this  most  excellent  man,  whose 
writings^  allowing  for  his  prejudices,  I  highly  value, 
and  endeavour  to  make  the  best  use  of,  has  not  been 
sufficiently  attended  to  by  those  to  whom  it  was  ad« 
dressed.  There  would  not  else  have  been  such  a  want 
of  learned  champions  in  this  controversy,  so  few  who 
have  ventured  at  all  upon  the  ground  on  which  1  have 
invited  them  to  meet  me ;  and  we  should  not  hav^  had 
(uch  crude  opinions  as  have  beeii  advanced  by  youtf 
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Lordship^  by  Mr.  Howes,  and  by  Dr..  Knowles,  who 
ore  the  only  persons  of  your  church  who  have  come 
upon  it;  thmking,  no  doubt,  that  they  had  some  more 
Jtnowledge  of  these  matters  than  their  brethren,  at  least 
more  than  myself,  who  have  no  access  to  your  libraries^ 
and  none  of  those  incitements  which  this  writer  xnevt* 
dons.  If  we  apply  to  these  studies  from  the  pure  love 
of  truth,  what  may  not  be  expected  from  the  members 
of  your  church,  who  have  every  motive  that  heaven  and 
earth  can  hold  out  to  you  to  go  beyond  us  in  them  f 
Let  not  then  the.  voice  of  friends  and  enemies,  who 
concur  in  the  same  exhortation,  be  heard  in  vain. 

If  the  general  motives  above  mentioned  be  not  suf* 
fident,  let  particular  premiums  be  proposed  in  your 
Universities  for  those  who  shall  give  proofs  df  their 
proficiency  in  these  studies,  and  who  shall  give  the 
best  answers  to  the  arguments  of  Unitarians,  from  the 
state  of  things  in  primitive  times.  This  is  now  done 
in  Holland,  which  is  less  interested  in  this  controversy 
than  Gr^t  Britain.  Tour  Lordship  being  now  ad* 
vanced  to  one  of  the  highest  stadons  in  your  church^ 
snd  possessing,  more  energy  of  character  than  othet 
men,  will  be  expected  to  do  something  towards  the  re* 
vival  of  these  useful  studies ;  the  want  of  which  yoo 
must  by  this  time,  whether  you  will  confess  it  or  not, 
have  sufSciently  felt.  In  this  one  thing  then,  my  Lordj^ 
let  us  act  in  concert ;  and  if  you  have  any  generosity 
m  your  nature,  lay  open  the  stores  of  learning  locked 
up  at  Oxford  and  Cambridge  to  us  poor  sectaries.  Let 
the  universides^  supported  at  the  national  expense,  be 
free  to  every  inhabitant  of  Great  Britain,  and  of  the 
trorld.  Throw  down  the  illiberal  guard  of  yout  sub* 
nmptiims  to  artitk$  of  faith  jat  matriculation  or  grsM 
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duation ;  and  then  we  shall  see  who  will  make  the  best 
use  of  those  noble  advantages  which  now,  with  so 
much  vigilant  jealousy^  you  keep  to  yourselves. 

If  you  want  a  further  motive,  consider,  my  Lord, 
not  only  what,  with  so  much  justice  and  energy,  your 
Lordship  formerly  urged  concerning  the  obligation  in- 
cumbent on  all  persons  of  your  Lordship's  high  station 
in  the  church  to  defend  the  establishment  which  sup- 
ports you,  but  also  the  peculiar  light  in  which  you  have 
been  placed  with  respect  to  this  very  controversy. 

It  is  said  that  your  Lordship's  bishopric  was  given 
you  as  a  reward  for  your  services  in  the  defence  of 
orthodoxy ;  though  wisdom  would  have  dictated  that  it 
should  have  been  made  to  depend  upon  your  final 
success  in  it.  However,  you  have  every  motive  of 
gratitude  to  urge  you  to  exert  yourself,  as  much  as  if 
your  preferment  still  depended  upon^it.  And  consider, 
my  Lord,  how  much  ridicule  will  be  reflected  upon 
yourself,  snd  your  benefactors,  especially  the  learned 
Lord  High  Chancellor  of  England,  if  it  should  appear 
that  you  have  been  rewarded  for  a  service  which  you 
have  not  been  able  to  perform;  and  that,  by  provoking 
this-contest,  you  have  injured  the  cause  of  which  you 
are  appointed  the  champion. 

Consider  also  that,  high  as  your  past  services  have 
justly  raised  you,  your  Lordship  may  ^till  be  higher ; 
and  to  myself  it  will  afford  a  particular  satisfaction  to 
address  you  in  the  style  of  my  Lord,  your  Grace^  after 
having  passed  from  plain  dear  Sir,  and  reverend  Sir, 
to  that  of  my  Lord,  your  Lordship.  But  perhaps 
your  Lordship  may  refrain,  from  a  regard  to  myself; 
lest,  having  been  generally  considered  as  the  means  of 
your  present  advancement,  I  should  (being,  as  you 
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always  represent  me,  naturally  vain)  be  too  vain  of 
being  the  instrument  of  your  further  exahation. 

Report  says,  that  one  of  the  M^isest  of  your  Lord«» 
ship's  bench  generally  recommends  silence  with  respect 
to  such  writers  as  myself.  He  himself  religiously  ob- 
serves it, 

Absistamns,  ait^  nam  lux  inlinlca  propinquat.  Vjhoil. 

In  all  events,  whether  prudence  should  dictate  that 

it  is  a  time  to  speaky  or  a  time  to  be  silent,  my  motions 

will,  with  all  just  deference,  be  governed  by  those  of 

your  Lordship;   being  at  all  times,  and  with  all  due 

respect, 

My  Lord, 

Tour  Lordship's  most  obedient,  humble  servant, 

JOSEPH  PRIESTLEY. 
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LETTER    L 


Of  the  Nature  and  Importance  of  the  late  ContrO' 
versy  concerning  the  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity. 

My  Lords, 

Yo  u  have  all  been  spectators  of,  and  I  must  pre- 
sume not  unconcerned  ones,  and  one  of  your  body  has 
been  a  principal  actor  in,  one  of  the  most  important 
controversies  that  has  been  agitated  in  this  or  in  any 
age  of  the  christian  church,  as  it  relates  to  the  great 
object  of  our  common  worship.  ^  It  is  no  less  than 
whether  that  God,  v^ho  in  the  scriptures  is  empha- 
tically styled  The  Father^  the  Maker  of  heaven  and 
earthy  the  only  true  God^  and  also  the  God  and  Father 
of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christy  be  the  sole  object  of  our 
religious  addresses ;  or  whether  he  is  to  share  these 
divine  honours  with  two  other  persons,  one  of  them 
Jesus  Christ,  called  his  Son,  and  the  other  his  Holy 
Spirit.  I  have  had  the  honour,  as  I  certainly  deem  it, 
to  maintain  the  former;  and  many  of  the  members  of 
your  church,  as  by  law  established  in  this  country,  to- 
gether with  several  who,  like  myself,  dissent  from  it, 
have  held  the  latter. 

This  controversy  has  now  proceeded  several  years ; 
so  that,  there  being  no  probability  of  any  thing  very 
considerable  being  further  advanced  on  either  side  of 

2  H  2 
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the  question,  our  readers  will  now  be  able  to  form  a 
competent  judgement  of  the  merits  of  the  case.  Openly 
or  silently,  all  who  have  given  due  attention  to  the 
publications  on  both  sides  will  soon  arrange  themselves 
under  the  Unitarian  or  Trinitarian  standard,  not  to  con- 
tend by  arms,  but,  being  fully  persuaded  in  their  own 
minds,  to  adhere  firmly  to  what  they  think  to  be  the 
truth.  And  it  may  reasonably  be  expected  that,  in  due 
time,  the  practice  of  all  Unitarians  will  correspond  to 
their  professions,  and  that  they  will  not  content  them- 
selves with  holding  a  silerit  opinion^  but  will  confess 
the  truth  before  merij  giving  countenance  to  no  other 
mode  of  worship  than  that  which  they  deem  to  be  au- 
thorized by  scripture  and  reason,  in  obedience  to  God 
and  to  conscience,  and  disregarding  all  that  men  may 
say  of  them,  or  do  to  them. 

There  are,  we  all  acknowledge,  such  crimes  as  blas^ 
phemy  and  idoiairj/^  The  former  is  of  an  indefinite 
description,  byt  it  is  generally  ascribed  to  those  wha 
derogate  from  the  honour  of  the  true  God.  With  this 
you  may  charge  me  if  I  do  not  pay  divine  honours  ta 
Jesus  Christ,  provided  he  be  truly  God ;  and  with  the 
$ame  I  charge  you,  if  by  giving  divine  honours  to  a 
creature  you  detract  from  the  honour  that  belongs  to 
God  only.  With  idolatry^  which  is  paying  divine 
worship  to  that  which  is  not  God^  you  cannot  charge 
me,  because  the  being  that  I  worship  is  also  the  object 
of  worship  with  you ;  and  the  far  greater  part  of  your 
public  devotions  are  addressed  to  no  other.  But  the 
charge  will  fall  with  all  its  weight  updn  you,  if  the 
Father  pnly  be  God>  and  you  worship  two  other  per- 
sons besides  him. 

You  capnot  therefore  say  that  this  is  a  mp^ter  pf  i^ 
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gr^at  consequence  in  Christianity.  It  affects  the  most 
fundamental  principle  of  all  religion^  the  first  and  the 
greatest  of  all  the  coititnandments^  which  says  Thm 
ihalt  have  no  other  God  besides  me.  And  such  is  the 
nature  of  this  great  doctrine  of  the  unity  of  God^  that 
there  never  was  a  departure  from  it  which  did  not  draw 
after  it  very  alarming  practical  eohsequetices.  The 
horrors  of  Gentile  idolatry  I  need  not  enumerate ;  and 
those  of  Popish  idolatry^  which  began  with  the  worship 
of  Jesus  Christ,  soon  proceeded  to  that  of  the  virgin 
Mary,  and  terminated  in  as  many  objects  of  worship 
as  the  heathens  ever  adored,  and  sufficiently  sitnilar  to 
them. 

Different  persons  will  always  have  different  chd^ 
ratters  and  offices,  and  be  entitled  to  different  kinds 
and  degrees  of  respect ;  and  it  iS  not  possible  that,  if 
two  other  persons,  besides  the  God  and  Father  of  all, 
be  considered  as  divine^  and  the  proper  objects  ofwor-^ 
ship,  he  should  not^b^  deprived  of  son^^  attribute  that 
belongs  to  him ;  so  that  those  that  make  any  practical 
use  of  the  system  will,  in  their  own  minds,  whether 
they  openly  declare  it  or  not,  divest  him  of  some  of 
those  attributes  which  would  render  him  the  object  of 
their  greater  reverence  and  love. 

This,  my  Lords,  yott  know,  has  been  not  only  the 
tendency  but  also  the  actual  consequence  of  the  belief 
6f  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  at  least  with  the  vulgar* 
With  them  mercy  is  the  exclusive  attribute  of  the  Son, 
and  1  constant  invigorating  influence  the  sole  province 
6(  the  Spirit ;  and  nothing  but  power,  and  that  not  of 
a  benevolent  and  engaging  nature,  but  something  un- 
known and  terrific  only,  is  l^ft  to  the  Father.  He  is 
not  even  suj^osed  tQ  be  the  immediate  mak^r  of  the 
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world,  and  he  is  believed  to  have  been  implacable  to 
his  offending  creatures  till  satisfaction  was  made  to  his 
justice  by  the  death  of  his  own  son;  whereas  no  men- 
tion is  ever  made  of  such  unrelenting  severity  in  the 
character  of  Christ,  though  he  also  is  said  to  be  God^ 
and  in  all  respects  equal  to  the  Father;  and  the  Holy 
Spirit  is- never  considered  as  having  had  any  concern 
either  in  forgiving  sin,  or  in  procuring  forgiveness; 
Here  then  you  have,  in  fact,  three  divine  characters 
as  really  distinct  from  each  other  as  those  of  any  three 
men:  and  is  not  this  a  horrible  degradation  of  the 
Godhead,  perfection  not  being  found  in  any  one  of 
them  ?  It  is  true  that  the  regards  of  Protestant  Trini- 
tarians are  not  so  much  distracted  as  those  of  the  Popish 
ones;  but  the  evil  is  exactly  of  the  same  Idnd,  and 
differs  only  in  degree;  and  is  certainly  of  great  mag- 
nitude and  extent. 

If  there  be  any  religious  truth  of  practical  impor- 
tance, next  tc^  that  of  a  future  state  of  rewards  and 
punishments,  ir  is  that  which  leads  us  to  consider  all 
adorable  and  amiable  attributes  as  centring  in  one  un-» 
divided  being,  whom  we  can  look  up  to  as  our  maker^ 
preserver,  and. benefactor,  the  author  of  all  good;  who 
has  within  himself  mercy  for  the  penitent,  not  re- 
quiring to  be  made'  placable  by  the  sufferings  of 
another,  but  by  the  repentance  of  the  sinner  only, 
and  whose  constant  presence  With  us  is  sufficient  for 
all  the  purposes  of  providential  care  respecting  the 
mind  or  body ;  so  that  we  have  not  to  look  to  one 
divine  person  for  one  thing,  and  to  another  for  some- 
thing else. 

The  zeal  with  which  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  has 
in  ali  ages  been  defended^  smd  the-severe  penalties  with 
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ivhich  the  belief  of  it  has  b^n  guarded,  in  the  laws  of 
this  country  as  well  as  others,  sufficiently  prove  that 
it  always  has  been  considered  as  a  tenet  of  the  greatest 
consequence.  It  has,  indeed,  been  guarded  and  de« 
fended  in  such  a  manner  as  Christianity  itself  does  not 
require  to  be,  and  would  be  ashamed  of.  But  all  that 
laws  and  penalties  can  do  is  only  to  impose  silence. 
They  cannot  enforce  conviction.  On  the  contrary^ 
wherever  they  are  employed,  a  suspicion  necessarily 
arises  that  the  proper  instrument  of  conviction,  viz. 
rational  evidence^  was  not  to  be  had.  For  no  man,  in 
dealing  with  his  fellow  creatures,  would  ever  have  re- 
course to  compulsion  if  he  thought  that  persuasion 
would  be  sufficient. 

Such  being  the  acknowledged  importance  of  the 
article  of  faith  now  contended  for,  it  has  been  a  sub- 
ject of  controversy  from  a  very  early  period  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  christian  church  to  the  present  time.  But  I 
have  been  led  to  investigate  the  true  christian  doctrine 
on  this  subject  in  a  way  which  has  not  been  much  at- 
tended to,  but  which  appears  to  me  to  promise  a  more 
speedy  and  decisive  determination  of  the  controversy. 
We  all  agree  to  be  determined  by  the  sence  of  scrips 
ture\  but,  on  account  of  our  preceding  prejudices,  we 
are  not  agreed  what  this  sense  is ;  and  experience 
shows  that,  when  any  controversy  is  to  be  decided  by 
an  attention  to  words  and  phrases  only,  the  decision 
will  long  remain  in  doubt.  In  matters  of  religion  we 
see  it  with  respect  to.  all  the  creeds  and  articles  of  faith 
that  have  ever  been  composed  by  man;  and  with  re- 
spect to  things  of  a  civil  nature  in  the  most  explicit  acts 
©f  parliament,  the  sense  of  which  is  the  subject  of 
daily  dispute  among  lawyers. 
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But,  my  ljOr6s,  there  is  another,  and,  as  I  have  said, 
in  esAer  and  surer  method  of  ascertaining  the  true 
meaning  of  the  scriptures ;  and  that  is,  to  inquire  in 
what  sense  they  ^ere  actually  understood  by  those  per« 
sons  for  whose  use  they  were  written,  and  by  whom 
Qobody  will  say  that  they  could  well  be  misunderstood 
in  an  article  of  so  much  ccmsequoice  as  this*  This 
task  I  have  undertaken;  and  I  shall,  by  way  of  recapi- 
tulation, inform  you  and  the  public  what  has  been  the 
result  of  my  investigadons,  and  what  has  been  done  by 
the  abettors  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  to  invalidate 
what  I  have  advanced.  My  appeal  will  then  be  to  the 
%9ork},  and  even  to  your  Lordships. 


LETTER    IL 

ji  Review  qf  the  Controversy  with  the  Bishop  of 

St.  David's. 

« 

Mr  Lords, 

\t  H  A  T  I  undertook  to  prove,  from  what  is  now  ex- 
tant coneeming  the*  state  of  opinions  in  early  times, 
was^  that  the  faith  of  the  primitive  church  was  Unita- 
rian. On  the  contrary.  Bishop  Horsley  said  that  it 
must  have  been  Trinitarian,  because  that  doctrine  ap- 
pears in  the  writings  of  Barnabas  and  Ignadus.  To 
this  I  answered  that,  admitting  the  pieces  ascribed  to 
them  to  be  genuine  in  the  main,  they  bear  evidetot 
marks  of  interpolation  in  what  relates  to  this  subject, 
as  is  acknowledged  by  the  most  judicious  cridcs;  and 
therefore  that  his  argument  can  have  no  weight.    To 
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ihk  the  Bishop  has  not  thought  proper  to  make  any 
reply. 

I  advanced,  in  agreement  with  the  general  strain  of 
ecclesiastical  historians,  that  the  Ebionites  and  Naza- 
rcnes  were  Jewish  christians  of  the  earliest  age,  and 
did  not  believe  the  divinity  of  Christ,  but  held  him  to 
be  simply  a  man  ins[»red  of  God.  On  the  contrary. 
Bishop  Horsley  said,  that  those  who  were  called  Ebu 
onites  did  not  exist  in  the  age  of  the  apostles ;  and  also 
that,  though  they  believed  the  simple  humanity  of 
Christ,  they  probably  held  some  mysterious  exaltation 
of  his  nature  after  his  ascension,  which  made  him  the 
object  of  prayer  to  them.  This  opinion,  which  1  believe 
as  peculiar  to  himself,  I  showed  him  to  be  destitute  of 
all  evidence,  or  probability ; — and  to  this  he  has  made 
no  reply. 

As  to  the  Nazarenes^  (which  I  think  I  have  suffi- 
tiently  proved  to  have  been  nothing  more  than  another 
name  for  the  Ebionites,  or  the  Jewish  christians  in  ge- 
neral,) Bishop  Horsley  strangely  advanced  that  they 
did  not  exist  till  after  the  time  of  Adrian ;  and  that 
they  had  their  name  from  Nazareth,  the  place  where 
they  settled  after  they  were  then  driven  from  Jeru- 
salem; and  he  says  that  they  were  believers  in  the  di- 
vinity of  Christ.  On  the  contrary,  I  have  clearly 
shown  that  the  Nazarenes  were  believers  in  the  simple 
humanity  of  Christ;  and  that,  according  to  all  the^ 
writers  of  antiquity,  they  certainly  existed  in  the  age 
of  the  apostles ;  and  that,  as  to  his  history  of  their  ex* 
pulsion  from  Jerusalem  by  Adrian,  their  settling  at 
Nazareth,  and  deriving  their  name  from  that  circum- 
stance, they  are  wholly  inventions  of  his  own,  without 
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the  appearance  of  authority  from  aay  ancient  writer; 
— and  to  this  he  has  made  no  reply. 

Bishop  Horsley,  to  support  the  orthodoxy  of  the 
Jewish  christians,  maintains  that  there  was  a  whole 
church  of  them,  and  speaks  of  their  .i>ishops  as  ex« 
isting  at  Jerusalem  after  the  time  of  Adrian  ;  illeging 
that  the  body  of  Jewish  christians,  who  had  till  this  time 
adhered  to  the  laws  of  Moses,  abandoned  them  after 
the  destruction  of  that  place,  in  order  to  enjoy  the 
privileges  of  the  uSllian  colony  settled  there  by  Adrian. 
And  because  Origen  asserts  thiat  all  the  Jewish  chjis- 
tians  were  Unitarians,  and  had  not  abandoned  the  laws^ 
and  customaof  their  ancestors^  Bishop  Horsley  scruples 
not  to  say  of  this  great  and  upright  man  that  he  must 
have  known  the  contrary,  and  therefore  asserted  a 
wilful  falsehood.  On  the  contrary,  I  have  evidently 
shown,  from  every  history  of  that  transaction  now  ex- 
tant, as  they  are  understood  by  every  modem  writer 
of  credit,  that  Adrian  expelled  all  the  Jews,  without 
making  any  exception  in  favour  of  christians,  frpm 
Jerusalem ;  that  the  christian  church  afterwards  settled 
there  consisted  wholly  of  Gentiles  j  and  that  the  testi- 
mony of  Origen,  agreeing  with  this,  is  highly  worthy 
of  credit.  So  that  the  Bishop,  who  has  impeached  this 
great  man,  must  be  considered  by  all  impartial  persons 
as  a  falsifier  of  history ^  and  a  defamer  of  the  charao 
ler  of  the  illustrious  dead^  in  order  to  serve  his  pur- 
pose. To  this  charge,  so  materially  affecting  his  own 
character,  the  Bishop  has  made  some  attempt  to  reply ; 
but  in  so  weak  and  ineffectual  a  manner,  that  I  will 
venture  to  say  that  henceforth  the  veracity  of  Origen 
will  remain  unimpeached,  and  Dr.  Horsley's  church  of 
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Trinitarian  Jews  at  Jerusalem  after  the  time  of  Adrian 
will  be  considered  as  a  mere  chimaera.  Consequently^ 
the  unitarianism  of  the  early  Jewisli  christians,  which, 
when  it  is  considered,  must  draw  after  it  the  belief  of 
the  truth  of  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  remains  fully  esra-^ 
blished. 

Bishop  Horsley  maintains  that,  thcrugh  he  finds  no 
Unitarians  in  thef  apostolic  age,  they  are  censured  by 
the  apostle  John  ift  the  phrase  of  Christ  coming  in  the 
^e^A. 'Thia^phrase  I  have  shown  to  relate  to  the  Gnos- 
tics only,  notwithstanding  the  Bishop's  endeavour  in  his 
last  publication  to  support  his  opinion. 

Having  proved  that  the  great  body  of  christians  in 
early  times  were  Unitarians,  it  follows  that  they  could 
i)ot  have  been  considered  as  heretics^  or  persons  out  of 
communion  with  the  catholic  church.  On  the  con- 
trary. Bishop  Horsley  maintained  that  the  Unitarians 
were  always  considered  as  heretics,  and  that  they  were 
by  Justin  Martyr  included  among  those  heretics  whom 
he  charges  with  blasphemy.  But  I  have  shown  that, 
in  these  passages,  Justin  most  clearly  alludes  to  the 
Gnostics  only ;  and  that,  though  no  Unitarian  himself, 
he  spake  with  great  respect  af  those  who  were  so.  On 
this  subject  the  Bishop  has  not  made  any  defence,  and 
I  am  confident  he  will  not  be  able  to  make  any  that 
shall  be  thought  even  plausible.  I  have  shown  by  a 
variety  of  evidence,  that  the  great  body  of  unlearned 
christians  continued  to  be  Unitarians  long  after  many 
^i  the  learned  christians  adopted  the  notion  of  a  Tri- 
nity, which,  as  \  have  clearly  shown,  was  derived  from 
no  other  source  than  the  Platonic  philosophy,  to  which 
they  were  unhappily  attached ;  that  the  term  heresy 
was  long  used  assynonymous  to  Gno^/icwmj  and  that, 
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from  long  use,  it  even  continued  to  be  taken  in  that 
eense  after  the  Unitarian  doctrine  was  condemned  by 
pubBc  councils. 

Having  shown  from  Tertullian  that  those  whom  he 
calls  Idiot^p  (who  he  says  were  the  greater  part  of  chris- 
tians) conceived  the  greatest  dread  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity,  Bishop  Horsley  maintains  that  by  Idiotip 
he  only  meant  such  as  were  so  ignorant^  and  stupid^ 
as  to  deserve  to  be  called  idiots.  On  the  contrary  I 
have  shown,  with  the  authority  of  the  learned  Dr. 
Bentley,  and  every  critic  of  the  least  eminence,  that 
among  the  ancients  the  word  Idioia  was  never  used  of 
persons  who  vrerestupid,  or  deficient  in  paint  ofunder^ 
standings  but  only  of  unlearned  persons^  or  persons  in 
the  common  or  lower  ranks  of  life.  This  atfectmg  the 
Bishop^s  character  as  a  scholar,  he  has,  in  his  last  pub« 
lication,  greatly  laboured  his  defence ;  but  still  with«» 
out  being  able  to  produce  a  single  passage  from  any 
ancient  writer,  in  which  the  word  Idiota  can  be  under-> 
stood  in  his  sense  of  it.  It  is  indeed  in  the  highest  de^ 
gree  improbable  that  Tertullian,  or  any  man,  should 
really  mean  to  assert  concerning  the  greater  part  of 
christians,  or  indeed  of  any  large  body  of  men,  that 
they  were  deficient  in  natural  understandings  or,  if 
they  had  asserted  it,  it  could  not  have  been  entitled  to 
credit.  Consequently  the  testimony  of  Tertullian,  re- 
luctantly given  no  doubt,  to  the  Unitarianism  of  the 
great  body  of  unlearned  christians,  remains  unim« 
peached. 

I  quoted  a  passage  from  Athanasius,  in  which  he 
says  that  the  Jews  were  so  fiiUy  persuaded  of  the  simple 
humanity  of  their  Messiah,  that  the  apostles  did  not 
think  it  prudent  to  inform  them  of  his  pre*existence  ot 
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divinity^  and  that  the  Gentiles  receiving  Christianity 
from  the  Jews  learned  the  same  unitarian  doctrine. 
By  these  Jews  Bishop  Horsley  maintains  we  are  to 
understand  unbelieving  Jetvsj  and  by  the  GentilS 
such  unbelieving  Gentiles  as  learned  from  the  Jews 
that  the  Messiah  was  to  be  a  man.  Improbable  as  this 
construction  is,  and  the  reverse  of  that  of  Beausobre 
and  Dr.  Lardner,  (which  however  it  is  probable  he  had 
never  heard  of  J  he  did  not  scruple  to  treat  my  con^ 
struction  of  it  as  a  wilful  imposition  on  the  public,  and 
expressed  himself  in  such  a  manner  as  to  excite  senti* 
ments  of  horror  and  indignation  against  me.  Notwitb<» 
standing  this,  I  supported  my  construction  of  this  pas* 
sage  by  such  a  mass  of  evidence  of  christian  writers, 
both  before  and  after  Athanasius,  that  on  this  subject 
he  has  not  ventured  to  make  any  defence.  And  what 
can  we  infer  from  this  unanimous  acknowledgement  of 
all  the  ancient  Trinitarian  writers,  that  their  doctrine 
was  not  taught  with  clearness  and  effect  till  it  was  done 
by  John,  after  the  death  of  all  the  other  apostles;  but 
that,  in  their  idea,  the  number  of  Unitarians  m  the 
church  was  so  great,  that  they  could  not  account  for 
the  fact  on  any  other  supposition,  improbable  as  it  must 
have  appeared  even  to  them?  For  who  can  beUeve 
that  the  apostles  did  not,  without  reserve,  explain  the 
whole  counsel  of  God?  And  how  could  such  important 
doctrines  as  those  of  the  pre-existence  and  divinity  of 
Christ  have  been  made  imown  to  some  christians  and 
have  been  concealed  from  the  rest,  so  that  there  should 
be  no  trace- of  any  question  or  debate  qi>  the  subject^ 
and  that  no  Jew  should  have  laid  hold  of  it  a$  aft  eb* 
jection  to  the  gospel? 

AU  the  ancient  cbristiaa  writers  suppose  that  the 
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apostles  had  no  idea  of  Christ  being  any  thing  more 
than  a  man  during  all  the  time  of  their  intercourse  with 
him ;  and  that  their  knowledge  <5f  his  pre-existence  and 
divinity  was  subsequent  to  the  day  of  Pentecost,  the 
Jews  having  always  been  Unitarians,   and  expecting 
only  a  man  for  their  Messiah.     On  the  contrary.  Dr. 
Horsley  maintained  that  the  Jews  in  our  Saviour's  time 
were  believers  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity;  that  they 
expected  the  second  person  of  it  as  their  Messiah;  and 
coilisequently  that  the  apostles  considered   Christ   as 
being  God  from  the  time  they  were  convinced  of  his 
being  the  Messiah.     I  have  supported  the  opinion  of 
the  ancient  christian  writers^  by  showing,  m  concur- 
rence with  the  learned  Basnage,  (who  has  taken  the 
greatest  pains  to  investigate  their  opinions,  and  wh6 
was  him.self  a  Trinitarian,)  that  the  Jews,   in  every 
period  of  their  history,  were  believers  in  the  unity  of 
God  in  such  a  sense  as  to  exclude  all  idea  of  a  Tri- 
nity,  and  in  the  simple  humanity  of  their  Messfah. 
Consequently  the  apostles  must  at  first  have  considered 
Christ  as  a  mere  man;  and  there  is  no  evidence,  in 
their  history  or  their  writings,  that  they  ever  changed 
that  opinion  concerning  him.     On  this  subject  Bishop 
Horsley  has  not  thought  proper  to  make  any  reply. 

It  is  evident  to  any  person  the  least  acquainted  with 
ecclesiastical  history,  that  there  was  a  gradation  in  the 
sentiments  of  learned  christians  respecting  the  Logos, 
and  that  the  first  idea  of  it  was  that  of  something  emit- 
ted from  the  divine  mind,  similar  to  the  then  supposed 
emission  of  a  beam  of  light  from  the  sun.  But  prior 
to  this  emission  they. considered  this  logos  as  the  same 
principle  with  reason^  or  some  other  intellectual  power 
necessarily  belpnging  to  the  Father;  so  that  by  the  ge-- 
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neration  of  the  5on,  or  the  emission  of  this  logos^  they 
c^tainly  meant  a  change  of  state^  viz.  from  a  mere 
attribute  to  a  proper  person ;  and  in  their  idea  thia 
first  took  place  vn  ith  a  view  to  the  creation  of  the  world. 
Bishop  Horsley,  however,  asserts  that  the  logos  was 
never  considered  as  an  attribute  of  the  Deity  previous 
to  its  assuming  a  proper  personality,  but  maintains 
that  by  the  generation  of  the  Son  was  meant  the  dis^ 
play  of  his  powers  in  the  production  of  material 
beings.  However,  this  opinion  of  his  is,  as  far  as  I 
know,  entirely  his  own;  and  such  is  the  evidence  that 
I  have  produced  for  the  opinion  advanced  above,  in 
my  Letter  to  him,  that  he  has  not  thought  proper  to 
make  any  reply.  And  so  full  and  decisive  is  the  ad« 
ditional  evidence  that  I  have  brought  for  it  in  my  His*- 
tory  of  early  Opinions  concerning  Christy  tliat  I  am 
pretty  confident  it  will  never  be  controverted  again. 

Bishop  Horsley  is  so  extremely  ignorant^of  the  pro- 
gress of  opinions  in  early  times,  that  he  says  there  is 
no  difference  betwjeen  the  doctrine  of  the  personification 
of  the  logos  and  the  peculiar  opinions  of  the  Arians- 
Whereas  I  have  shown  that  the  two  schemes  were  al« 
ways  directly  opposed  to  each  other,  and  are  so  clearly 
defined  by  all  the  ancient  writers,  that  I  believe  there 
is  no  example  of  their  ever  having  been  confounded 
or  mistaken  except  by  himself.  The  Arians  disclaimed 
all  idea  of  personification^  and  th» doctrine  of  an  un^ 
created  logos ^  holding  that  the  Son  was  a  proper  crea* 
iure^  being  an  immaterial  principle  which  supplied  the 
place  of  a  human  soul  in  the  body  of  Jesus;  while 
their  orthodox  opponents  always  maintained  that  the 
logos,  which  in  its  original  state  had  been  an  uncreated 
attribute  of  the  Father^  was  a  third  principle  super- 
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added  to  the  body  and  soul  of  the  man  Jesus.  This 
I  have  shown  with  so  much  evidence,  that  the  Bishop 
bz»  not  been  able  to  make  any  reply  to  it,  and  I  am 
confident  he  never  will. 

Bishop  Horsley,  at  the  entrance  on  this  controversy, 
asserted  that  it  was  both  the  ofunion  of  all  the  plato- 
sizing  fathers^  and  that  it  is  likewise  agreeable  to  the 
scriptures,  that  the  second  person  in  the  Trinity  had 
his  origin  from  the  first  person  ^^  contemplating  his 
own  perfections/*  For  this  most  extraordinary  opi» 
nion  I  challenged  him  to  produce  any  authority,  ancient 
or  modern;  and  this,  in  his  last  publication,  he  has 
greatly  laboured  to  do:  but  his  attempts  have  been  so 
ineSectuaU  that  it  is  impos^ble  to  read  what  he  has 
advanced  on  the  subject  without  contempt.  All  the 
early  fathers,  that  is,  all  before  the  Council  of  Nice, 
clearly  maintained  the  very  reverse  of  this  doctrine,,  re* 
preseD/aag  |he  generation  of  the  Son  as  the  voluntary 
act  of  the  Father,  and  an  act  exited  in  iimei  so  that, 
according  to  them>  there  was  a  time  when  the  Son  did 
not  exist  as  a  son,  but  only  as  the  inherent  recbson  o/* 
the  Father*  And  though  the  later  £at£hers  repreaeoced 
^  generation  of  the  Son  as  a  necessary  act,  and  some# 
thing  that  took  place  from  aH  eternity,,  they  had  by  no 
mesms  the  same  idea  of  this  production  that  Dr.  Hor^ 
ley  holds  forth^  so  that  it  must  still  be  considered  as  a 
notieiif  of  his  own,^  aiid  thai  it  is  certainly  most  acfaitrary 
and  ridiculous.  He  has  wisely  thought  psopev  to  de- 
cline sdl  defence  of  k  either  fiiom  reason  or  the  scrip* 
tores. 

Bishop  Hcordey  makitains  tfaat,  though  the  three  per^ 
aoais  in  Ae  Trinity  have:  each  o£  then^  all  the  pfliec« 
ttOBfi  of  pdty,  the  Fathec  is.  tb^fauniain  ofdwimiyxo 
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the  two  others,  and  has  also  some  unknown  prc-cmu 
nence  over  them.  On  the  contrary,  I  have  shown  that 
this  pre-eminence  is  inconsistent  with  any  proper  equa^ 
lity ;  and  that,  if  the  members  of  this  Trinity  be  pro- 
perly equal,  they  must  necessarily  be  three  Gods,  as 
well  as  three  persons.  On  this  subject  the  Bishop  has 
made  no  defence,  nor  is  it  possible  to  maintain  such 
an  equality  of  the  three  persons  as  is  asserted  in  the 
Athanasian  creed  on  the  supposition  of  any  pre-emi- 
nence in  the  Father;  which  however  is  maintained  by 
all  the  ante-Nicene  fathers.  The  three  creeds  adopted 
by  the  church  of  England  were  drawn  up  at  different 
times,  and  all  contain  different  and  inconsistent  doc- 
trines. 

As  three  different  persons  must  have  different  pro- 
vinces. Bishop  Horsley  maintained  that  prayer  for  suc- 
cour in  external  persecution  was  "  with  peculiar  pro- 
priety addressed  to  the  Son."  But  T  showed  that  this 
idea  was  entirely  his  own,  and  that  it  is  destitute  of  ail 
countenance  in  scripture  precept  or  example,  and  also 
in  the  primitive  times  of  Christianity,  all  proper  prayers 
haying  been  uniformly  addressed  to  the  Father.  On 
this  subject  also  the  Bishop  has  made  no  reply. 

Bishop  Horsley  had  the  assur^ce  to  maintain  that 
the  Unitarians  do  not  even  pretend  that  the  general 
tenor  of  scripture  is  in  their  favour,  that  they  cannot 
produce  any  text  that  plainly  contains  their  doctrine, 
but  that  they  derive  it  only  from  particular  passages 
to  which  they  give  a  figurative  interpretation.  This 
must  have  been  advanced  without  reading  or  much 
thinking,  it  being  evident  to  all  who  are  the  least  ac- 
quainted with  the  writings  of  any  Unitarians^  that  they 
constantly  appeal  to  the  general  tenor  of  scripture,  and 
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the  plain  obvious  sense  of  it.  On  the  contrary,  T^e 
say  that  the  Trinitarians  cannot  find  their  doctrine 
either  in  the  general  tenor  of  scripture,  or  in  any  clear 
passages  of  it;  but  that  they  deduce  it  only  from  par- 
ticular expressions  and  circumstances,  which  when 
rightly  explained  do  by  no  means  authorize  their  con« 
elusions.  To  this  no  reply  has  been  made  either  by 
the  ffishop  or  any  other  Trinitarian  in  this  controversy* 
They  only  continue  to  repeat  the  same  thing,  and  have 
recourse  to  the  strangest  and  most  unintelligible  meta* 
physical  jargon  in  support  of  their  doctrine;  and  to  this 
they  are  necessarily  driven,  while  the  scriptures  main- 
tain  so  clearly  the  doctrine  of  one  God^  and  their  doc- 
trine of  three  divine  persons  must  necessarily,  accord* 
ing  to  the  dictates  of  common  sense,  be  that  of  three 
Gods. 

Lastly,  Bishop  Horsley,  with  all  the  appearance  of 
being  in  earnest,  said  that  the  diflference  between  the 
Unitarians  and  the  Mahometans  was  so  small  that  there 
is  ground  to  think  they  will  soon  admit  the  divine  mis- 
sion of  Mahomet.  He  also  represented  unitarian  Chris- 
tianity as  inferior  to  deism,  and  when  joined  with  ma- 
terialism as  highly  favourable  to  atheism.  Such  charges 
as  these,  which  however  are  perpetually  urged  by  Tri- 
nitarian writers  in  this  controversy,  I  have  considered 
as  proceeding  from  nothing  but  ignorance  and  male- 
volence, and  undeserving  of  a  serious  refutation.  The 
Bishop  has  not  chosen  to  repeat  them. 

Such,  my  Lords,  has  been  the  issue  of  my  contro- 
versy with  your  associate,  the  present  Bishop  of  St^ 
David's;  and  I  appeal  to  all  the  learned  world,  whether 
any  tnan,  pretending  to  scholarship,  ever  undertook 
die  discussion  of  a  question  of  literature  less  prepared 
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for  it,  or  acquitted  himself  so  wretchedly  in  it.  Such 
strange  paradoxes  as  those  which  I  have  recited  9 1  will 
venture  to  say,  were  never  before  advanced  by  any  per- 
son who  made  the  least  pretension  to  a  knowledge  df 
ecclesiastical  history ;  and  yet  this  is  the  man  who  has 
voluntarily  stepped  forth,  not  as  deigning  to  enter  into 
a  regular  discussion  of  the  question,  but  only  to  show 
my  incompetency  in  the  subject ;  when,  to  repeat  his 
own  phraseology,  no  man  ever  appeared  (o  be  moils 
incompetent  in  any  thing  than  he  is  in  this  business. 
There  are  judges  of  this  kind  of  literature  in  Europe* 
Before  them  I  deliberately  advance  this;  and  whatever 
be  my  credit  and  the  authority  of  my  name^  of  which 
he  speaks  preface  p.  4,  and  which  he  there  declares  it 
to  be  his  object  to  destroy,  (and  without  any  vanity  I 
may  say  I  have  something  more  at  stake  in  this  respect 
than  th^  Bishop  of  St.  David's)  I  willingly  risque  it  on 
the  truth  of  this  assertion. 


LETTER    III. 

A  General  View  of  what  has  been  done  by  other 
Writers  in  this  Controversy  in  Defence  of  the 
Doctrine  of  the  Trinity. 

My  Lords, 

As  this  controversy  engaged  a  considerable  degree  of 
attention,  other  persons  soon  appeared  in  defence  of 
the  doctrine  which  I  undertook  to  oppugn,  and  among 
the  rest  Mr.  Howes ^  a  learned  member  of  your  churCh ; 
but  he  appeared  to  be  as  little  prepared  for  t4)e  discus- 
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^on  as  Bishop  Horsley  himself.  By  another  prescrifv 
tive  argument,  more  curious  than  that  of  the  Bishop, 
he  undertook  to  demonstrate  the  futility  of  the  Unita- 
rian doctrine,  by  showing  that  it  is  not  more  ancient 
than  Photinus,  if  indeed  it  be  truly  older  than  So-  ^ 
cinus.  According  to  Mr.  Howes,  the  Ebionites,  the 
Nazarenes,  and  all  those  in  the  church  or  out  of  it, 
who,  by  all  ecclesiastical  historians,  Trinitarians  as  well 
as  others,  have  been  considered  as  Unitarians,  were 
really  believers  in  the  divinity  of  Christ,  He  pro- 
ceeded half  way  in  an  attempt  at  a  proof  of  his  pa« 
radox,  and  I  replied  to  him.  Since  this,  some  years 
have  elapsed  without  hearing  any  thing  further  from 
him,  and  the  remainder  of  bis  argument  hais  not  ap- 
peared. 

Dr.  Kno  wles,  a  Prebendary  of  Ely,  is  another  cham- 
pion belonging  to  your  church  in  this  controversy.  But 
his  performance,  I  imagine,  will  be  acknowledged  to 
be  the  production  of  zeal  rather  than  of  knowledge ; 
his  object  being  to  prove  the  orthodoxy  of  the  ancient 
christian  writers,  which  I  can  allow  him  without  any 
injury  to  my  argument.  For  what  I  have  undertaken 
to  prov^  is,  that  the  common  people  among  christians 
retained  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  which  they  had  re- 
ceived from  the  apostles,  while  the  learned  christians 
were  misled  by  the  principles  of  Platonism,  of  which 
they  were  great  admirers,  and  from  the  three  Platonic 
principles  got  the  idea  of  three  persons  in  the  Trinity. 
Dr.  Knowles,  however,  has  greatly  mistaken  and  mis- 
represented the  opinions  of  the  early  christian  writers. 
For,  according  to  them,  a  grezt  superiority  was  left  to 
the  Father,  which  is  inconsistent  with  that  equality 
which  the  post-Nicene  fathers  insisted  upon,  and  which 
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is  the  professed  doctrine  of  your  church.  This  Pre- 
bendary appears  also  to  be  ignorant  of  the  state  of  the 
ancient  writings  which  he  has  quoted  ;  not  distinguish- 
ing those  which  are  universally  acknowledged  to  be 
spurious  from  those  that  are  genuine. 

The  Dean  of  Canterbury  *,  in  an  early  period  of  the 
controversy,  besides  publishing  two  sermons,  promised 
a  large  work  on  the  doctrine. of  the  Trinity;  but  as  it 
has  not  yet  made  its  appearance,  he  must  be  ranked 
among  the  crowd  of  writers,  almost  without  number, 
and  altogether  without  name^  who  have  stepped  forth 
to  show  their  zeal  for  the  cause;  but,  conscious  of  their 
inability  to  assail  with  success  the  only  argument  that 
I  have  professed  to  maintain,  viz.  that  which  arises  from 
the  state  of  opinions  in  early  times,  have  contented 
themselves  with  urging  arguments  from  the  scriptures^ 
to  which  replies  have  been  so  often  made  that  it  is 
needless  to  repeat  them.  In  the  course  of  the  contro- 
versy, however,  I  have  not  failed  to  notice  every  thing 
even  of  this  kind  that  appeared  particularly  deserving 
of  it. 

In  aid  of  the  members  of  your  church  there  have 
appeared  two  writers  of  the  Catholic  persuasion,  supe- 
rior in  learning:,  and  greatly  superior  in  point  of  can- 
dour, to  the  Bishop  of  St.  David's,  I  mean  Dr.  Geddes 
and  Mr.  Barnard.  The  former,  not  thinking  it  neces- 
sary to  discuss  the  argument  at  large,  thought  by  one 
prescriptive  argument,  as  he  called  it,  to  defeat  my 
whole  object,  maintaining  that  the  decision  of  the 
Council  of  Nice  was  a  sufficient  proof  that  the  faith 
of  the  primitive  church  was  Trinitarian.  But  besides 
that  the  Trinity  of  the  fathers  assembled  at  Nice  was 

*  Dr.  Horae^  afterwards  Bishop  of  Norwich. 
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a  very  different  thing  from  that  of  a  later  age,  which 
has  been  adopted  by  the  churches  of  Rome  and  En<» 
gland^  I  have  shown  by  a  variety  of  arguments,  that 
the  real  opinion  of  the  fathers  who  were  assembled  at 
Nic^  is  far  from  being  a  sure  guide  to  that  of  the  un- 
learned christians  even  in  that  age,  and  much  less  in 
that  of  the  apostles. 

Mr.  Barnard  took  a  larger  scope,  but  still  left  the 
most  important  articles  of  the  controversy  untouched. 
He  has  also  made  but  a  very  weak  defence  of  Dr* 
Geddes's  prescriptive  argument ;  and  bis  ignorance  of 
the  state  of  ancient  writings  appears  to  be  much  the 
same  with  that  of  Dr.  Knowles. 

These,  my  Lords,  are  all  the  writers  who  have  come 
to  my  knowledge  of  the  established  churches  of  £n<^ 
gland  or  Rome,  who  have  controverted  what  I  have 
advanced  with  respect  to  the  state  of  opinions  concern* 
ing  Christ  in  early  times.  The  only  piece  supposed  to 
be  written  by  a  Dissenter  in  this  branch  of  the  contro- 
versy»  is  one  that  is  entitled  Primitive  Candaur,  in 
which  the  writer  does  not,  like  Mr.  Howes,  deny  that 
there  were  Unitarians  in  very  early  times ;  but  he  says 
that  their  tenets  were  considered  as  so  much  more  in- 
nocent than  those  of  the  Gnostics,  that  they  passed 
without  censure.  This  I  showed  to  be  a  hypothec 
xmsupported  by  fact  or  probability.  But  the  piece  is 
written  with  a  degree  of  candour  that  does  the  greatest 
credit  to  the  writer*. 

*  Dr.  Benjamia  "Prnps,  then  Tutor  of  the  Pissenters'  Colle^ 
at  Homerton. 
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LETTER    IV, 

Of  SubscriplioHy  and  a  Proposal  for  a  Change  in  the 

Forms  of  Public  Worship. 

My  Lords/ 

OupposiNo  that  a  revolution  in  favour  of  Unitarianism 
should  not  take  place,  it  greatly  behoves  your  Lordships 
to  consider  how  far  you  are  partakers  in  the  guilt  of  thos^ 
Unitarians  who,  in  consequence  of  subscriptions  coun* 
tenanced  and  enforced  by  you,  are  daily  tempted  to 
violate  their  consciences  in  complying  with  them.  Tou 
need  not  be  told  that  the  immediate  offender  is  not  the 
only  person  who  will  be  answerable  for  his  guilt  at  the 
tribunal  of  God.  All  are  more  or  less  guilty  who  are 
voluntarily  the  means  of  drawing  others  into  sin ;  and 
one  of  these  means  is  our  not  removing  every  tempta- 
tion which  it  is  in  our  power  to  remove  to  the  commis- 
sion of  sin.  In  like  manner  we  are  chargeable  With  all 
evils  of  any  other  kind  that  we  are  the  means  of  bring- 
ing  upon  o/thers. 

Not  only,  therefore,  are  your  Lordships  answerable 
to  God  for  every  temporal  inconvenience  incurred  by 
those  worthy  clergymen  who  have  resigned  their 
livings,  or  who  have  been  prevented  from  entering 
the  church,  and  for  the  want  of  the  useful  services 
which  they  would  have  rendered  it,  but  for  the  much 
greater  evil  (viz.  evil  of  a  moral  nature)  both  of  those 
who  have  subscribed  when  they  knew  that  they  did 
wrong  in  so  doing,  and  of  those  who,  by  any  im- 
piroper  consideration,  have  persuaded  themselves  that 
they  might  safely  subscribe,  when^  strictly  an4  honestly 
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speaking,  they  ought  not  to  have  done  it.  And  in 
this  latter  predicament  I  scifuple  not  to  say  are  all 
those  who  profess  that  they  subscribed  the  articles  not 
because  they  really  believed  them,  but  because  they 
thought,  or  had  been  led  to  think,  that  on  some  other 
principle,  be  it  what  it  will,  whether  that  lately  ad- 
vanced by  Mr.  Paley  or  any  other,  they  might  law- 
fully, i.  e.  legally,  subscribe  without  believing  them. 
And  how  great  is  the  nunlber  of  those  clergymen,  in 
other  respects  worthy  and  honest,  who  are  in  this  si- 
tuation, cannot  be  altogether  unknown  to  your  Lord- 
ships. 

It  is,  my  Lords,  a  disgrace  to  this  country  and  to 
human  nature,  that  men  should  on  any  pretence  what- 
ever subscribe  to  what  they  do  not  believe.  It  is  per- 
haps the  greatest  article  in  the  account  of  our  national 
guiltj  and  consequently  that  which  threatens  us  with 
the  heaviest  of  God's  judgements.  But  this  guilt  is 
yours,  if  by  your  means  the  cause  of  it  might  be  re- 
moved, and  it  be  not  removed.  And  can  it  be  doubted 
but  that,  if  your  Lordships  joined  in  remonstrance  to 
Government  on  the  subject,  this  great  evil,  >vith  all  its 
Consequences,  natural  and  moral,  would  be  removed, 
and  without  delay  ? 

You  may  say,  that,  as  sincere  believers  in  the  truth 
and  importance  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  you  think 
it  your  duty  to  maintain  it  at  all  events.  But,  without 
inquiring  into  the  foundation  of  this  your  firm  faith, 
or  questioning  you  about  the  seriousness  and  impar- 
tiality of  your  inquiries,  I  would  now  observe,  that 
what  we  have  to  propose  is  not  to  prevent  the  serious 
belief  of  that  or  of  any  other  doctrine,  but  only  to  re- 
move every  teaiptation  to  profess  a  belief  of  what  is 
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hot  really  believed.  To  continue  such  a  temptation  as 
this  cannot  surely  be  for  the  credit  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity,  or  your  own ;  as  it  implies  a  suspicion  that, 
without  this  additional  motive,  which  is  independent  of 
all  evidence  of  its  truth,  the  very  profession  of  this  be- 
lief might  cease. 

When  this  great  temptation  to  insincerity  is  re- 
moved, all  men  will  still  believe  as  they  see  reason ; 
and  this  is  yirhat  all  your  restrictions  cannot  prevent. 
But  it  is  certainly  desirable  that  public  institutions 
should  be  calculated  to  favour  sincerity  as  well  as 
truth.  With  respect  to  the  latter,  men  will  think  dif- 
ferently ;  but  all  men  know  what  is  common  honesty, 
sncerity,  or  integrity.  All  likewise  agree  in  acknow- 
ledging the  value  of  it,  and  also  that  the  public  teachers 
of  religion  and  morality  should  set  others  an  example 
of  the  strictest  adherence  to  it. 

Now  this  greatest  of  all  points  will  be  secured  by 
expunging  from  your  public  creeds,  and  the  public  of- 
fices of  your  religion,  whatever  shall  imply  a  belief  in 
any  doctrine  -to  which  a  serious  christian  may  object. 
When  this  is  done,  all  men  may  still  believe  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity  if  they  think  there  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence for  it,  and  if  they  please  they  may  introduce  it 
in  their  private  devotions;  only  in  public  let  them  con- 
tent themselves  with  such  services  as  all  their  fellow 
christians  may  join  in. 

•  Besides,  nothing  is  more  evident  than  that  all  the 
provision  you  make  to  secure  uniformity  of  doctrine 
within  your  church,  and  especially  the  real  belief  of 
the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  does  hot  .answer  the  end. 
It  only  produces  refinements  in  sophistical  casuistry. 
On  some  pretence  or  other  very  different  opinions  are 
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well  known  to  be  held,  and.are  even  openly  contended 
for,  by  the  members  of  your  communion ;  persons  who 
subscribed  all  your  articles,  and  who  join  in  the  habi- 
tual use  of  your  trinitarian  liturgy.  Lady  -Moyer's 
Lecture  was  established  for  the  sole'  purpose  of  incul* 
eating  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity ;  and  yet  one  of  her 
lecturers,  Dr.  Benjamin  Dawson,  in  his  sermons  on 
that  Very  occasion,  preached  nothing  but  Socinianism 
under  another  name.  The  discourses  are  before  the 
public,  and  may  at  any  time  be  examined. 

A  very  ingenious  defence  of  Arianism  was  written 
by  another  member  of  your  church,  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Hopkins,  lately  deceased,  entitled  An  Appeal  to  Com- 
mon Sense.  And  there  is  no  doubt  of  Dr.  Clarke, 
Dr.  Jortin,  and  Mr.  Jackson,  with  many  other  learned 
2fkd  respectable  members  of  your  church,  as  well  as 
Mr.  Whiston,  who  honestly  left  the  church  on  that 
account,  arid  as  Mr.  Peirce,  Mr.  Emiyn,  and  Dr.  Ben- 
son, among  the  dissenters,  having  entertained  the  same 
Ofunion.  It  is  also  well  known  that  the  majority  of 
the  learned  clergy  are  professed  Arminians,  though  the 
compilers  of  the  articles,  and  great  numbers  of  the 
more  zealous  of  the  clergy,  are  Calvinists.  And  to 
my  certain  knowledge  there  have  been  unbelievers 
among  your  clergy  as  well  as  among  those  of  the 
church  of  Rome.  It  is  not  therefore  uniformity  of 
faith,  but  a  system  of  hypocrisy,  that  is  supported  by 
your  subscriptions.  If  then  you  be  the  friends  of  sin* 
cerity  and  truth,  you  will  not  hesitate  to  abolish  them, 
especially  in  universities,  where  they  ensnare  and  se- 
duce I  he  unwary  and  the  uninformed. 

That  an  agreement  of  Unitarians  and  Trinitarians  in 
the  public  forms  of  worship  is  really  practicable,  a^d 
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^ven  not  liable  to  much  objection,  is  evident  from  the 
actual  construction  of  by  far  the  greater  part  of  your 
public  ofEces.  For  in  them  there  are  addresses  to 
God  the  Father  only.  Consequently,  if  those  prayers 
to  which  Unitarians  now  object  were  altered,  so  as 
to  make  them  of  a  piece  with  the  rest^  and  by  this 
means  the  whole  service  were  made  uniform,  it  could 
not  give  any  just  cause  of  offence  to  those  who  now 
approve  the  greatest  part  of  it*. 

If  this  alteration  were  made,  all  the  prayers  in  the 
liturgy  would  be  addressed  to  the  one  true  God,  and 
in  the  use  of  these  prayers  Trinitarians  might  certainly 
join,  because  they  now  do  actually  join  in  such  prayers; 
mentally  conceiving,  if  they  please,  and  as  I  suppose 
they  now  do,  that  in  this  one  God  there  are  three  per- 
sons ;  while  the  Unitarians  could  use  the  same  form 
of  words  without  any  such  ideas.  If  this  one  God  was 
uniformly  addressed  by  the  appellation  of  FatheVj  it 
it  is  what  no  Trinitarian  could  reasonably  object  to ; 
because  it  is  the  style  in  which  the  greater  part  of  the 
prayers  of  the  church  are  now  drawn  up,  and  to  which 
he  has  of  course  been  most  accustomed. 

We  Unitarians  should  never  exclude  you  from  join- 
ing in  our  devotions,  because  we  should  not  use  any 
language  that  you  could  not  adopt ;  but  your  Trini- 
tariati  forms  absolutely  exclude  us.  If,  therefore,  there 
be  any  sin  in  schism^  it  lies  wholly  at  your  door ;  be- 
cause  it  is  you  who  force  us  to  separate  ourselves, 
when,  without  any  violation  of  your  consciences,  you 
might  admit  us  to  join  with  you*     What  then  is  there 

*  It  is  a  remarkable  ciroumstance,  that  in  the  first  part  of  the 
Vittargy  there  is  no  appearance  of  Trinitarianism.  No  Trinitarian 
doxology.    Qtf «  Was  not  this  the  most  early  composed  ? 
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unreasonable  in  our  demands,  when  you  might  grant 
them  in  their  utmost  extent  without  the  least  injury  to 
yourselves  ?  Thus  the  unity  of  the  churchy  and  the  ea;- 
tinction  of  all  sects^  which  is  your  own  favourite  ob- 
ject, depend  entirely  upon  yourselves ;  and  the  acqui- 
sition would  cost  you  nothing. 

How  glorious,  my  Lords,  would  it  be  to  the  heads 
of  any  christian  establishment  to  require  nothing  of  the 
members  of  it  besides  the  profession  of  our  common 
Christianity^  and  to  leave  all  particular  opinions  to  every 
man's  own  conscience !  Every  cause  of  unpleasing 
contention  would  then  be  removed,  and  one  of  the 
most  popular  objections  to  Christianity  would  be  re- 
moved with  it,  viz.  the  want  of  harmony  among  chris- 
tians.  We  should  then  meet  as  brethren,  and  the 
disciples  of  one  common  master ;  and  with  respect  to 
all  our  differences,  having  no  object  but  truths  they 
would  be  discussed  without  animosity.  No  opinion 
having  then  any  thing  in  its  favour  besides  its  own 
proper  evidence,  all  prejudice  would  much  sooner  give 
way ;  and  truth,  which  we  all  profess  to  aim  at,  would 
be  much  sooner  attained,  and  become  universal. 

But  the  honour  of  producing  so  great  and*  glorious 
a  revolution  is,  I  believe,  too  great  for  any  powers, 
civil  or  ecclesiastical,  that  will  be  able  to  effect  it.  It 
is  a  scheme  worthy  of  God  only,  and  which  in  due 
time  will  be  brought  about  by  his  good  providence, 
contrary  to  the  wishes  of  all  the  ruling  powers  of  the 
world,  or  of  those  who  direct  their  councils.  In  the 
mean  time,  we  Unitarians  shall  not  fail  to  do  every 
thing  in  our  power  to  exhibit  these  enlarged  views  of 
things ;  confident  that  in  this  we  are  the  instruments 
in  the  hands  of  providence  y  that  our  principles,  being 
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frequently  exposed  to  view,  will  in  time  recommend 
themselves  to  all  who  are  truly  liberal  and  unpre- 
judiced ;  and  that  all  bigotry,  like  the  darkness  which 
it  resembles,  will  at  length  give  way  before  the  light  of 
truth. 

With  this  glorious  prospect  before  us,  we  willingly 
bear  all  the  obloquy  and  every  temporal  inconve- 
nience to  which  the  open  profession  of  our  faith  can 
expose  us,  and  are  infinitely  happier  in  being  opposed 
and  frowned  upon  by  the  powers  of  the  world,  than 
you  are  in  opposing  us,  with  every  advantage  that  the 
world  can  give  you.  Your  associate  says  that  my 
History  of  early  Opinions  concerning  Christ  appears, 
by  its  title  to  h^  fraught  with  impious  heretical  theo^ 
logy;  but  such  language  only  serves  to  amuse  myself 
and  friends,  who,  in  the  way  which  you  call  heresy^ 
conscientiously  worship  the  God  of  our  fathers  ;  and 
what  you  think  to  be  most  reproachful  we  consider  as 
highly  honourable  to  us. 


THE    END. 
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